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Wherein,as theVanity of his Authorities 
are, though briefly, yet ſufficiently detected 3 
ſo his DoEtinal Part is eſpecially examined 
and confuted, and Infants Right to Baptiſm 
further confirmed. 
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| Thelip of truth jhall be eftabliſhed for ever, but the 
Iying tongue u but for a moment, Prov. 1 2. 19. 

In federe divino cum Abrahamo inito ſubſtantia 5 ve- 
ritas conſlans eft © immutabils, Junius. 
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Either the writing nor reading of Controver- 


CHRISTIAN READER. 
ſfies (ſuppoſing the ſubjet weighty and un- 
portant) would be without their pleaſure or 


$ N | 
profit, were they managed as they ought to be. 


The underſtanding of man finds ſomewhat of pleaſure c- 
ven in ſearching after, much more in diſcovering truth, 
of what kind ſoever it be And that which adds not 2 
little tothe pleaſure and delight of a fincere Chrittan 1n 
ſearching after and finding our divine truth, 15,as a con- 
ſciouſneſsto himſelf of diſcharging his duty in the ſearch 
he makes after ir, ſo the great love he bearsto it, and 
conſequently the acceptableneſs of it to him when found 
out. And for diſputable doCtrines or praftices to be 
throughly ventilated and ſifted, that the utmoſt of what 
may be ſaid either for or againſt them may be broughe to 
light, 15 not a little profitable ; it highly conducing ro 
the conſcientious embracement or rejection of them, as 
alſo the peace and ſatisfaCtion of the mind, as having em- 
braced or rejected according to the evidence appearing on 
the one or the ocher hand. But when men ſhall riſe up 
either in defence of, or oppoſition to any controverted 
doctrine or prattice, and manage their undertaking on- 
ly with naked repetitions of Scriptures, reaſons, or obje- 
Eons that have been already ſifred to the bran, and an- 
ſwered again and again, with the alone addition of ſome 
ag dictares, illogical deduQtions; forgeries, or 
the like of their own, as it 1s matter of wonder, what 
content ſuch men can take in writing, ſo no pleaſure or 
emoument can ariſe unto Readers : But on the other hand 
as ſuch men mult needs expoſe themſelves to contempt 
and ſcorn, ſo the ifſue of their writings will be the fur- 
ther exaiperations of mens ſpirits, and the diſquierment 
of their conſciences, who having been unwarily proſely- 
ted, do at laſt come to diſcover the cheat that hath been 
put upon them, As for Infant-baptiſm, though come it is 
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The Epiſtle 
dreugidttor, yet it muſt be reckoned among mw «giz The- 
glogie, Neither ſhall I be ſo uncharitable as to jmpute 311 
the ſruples that may ariſe in the minds of men about 1t,to 
3gnorance or perverleneſs, nor will I brand all enquirers 
about” it 2s »»9%uu0: a 4x» as the Apoſtle ſpeaks of 
ſome, 2 Tim. 4. 3. Nor yet ſhould a rational logical diſ- 
courſe, (ſuch as I deny nut ſome of Mr. Tombes his for - 
mir writings have been) in the examination of the chief 
grounds laid for it (provided the ſcripture be allowed the 
place ſupremt judicis) be at all oFenſive, but greatly wel- 
come unto me. But as for that traCt of Mr. Danvers here ex- 
amined,and {ome diftates of Mr.Tombes of later date,they 
are in'the higheſt degree nauſeous, and can return to no 
good account either to Writers or Readers As for this 
TraCt of Mr. Danvers, T can ſay no leſs of it, than tha it 
's a meer cheat, neither can I well think himſelf can 1n 
his moſt ſerious thoughts paſs any other cenſure upon 1t. 
I have often thought (ſuppoſing him a man under any 
ſerice of a future account) he muſt needs have that of the 
Apoſtle in his mind during the whole compoſure of it, 1 
have caught you with guile. The utmoſt that he' could ra- 
tionally promiſe to himſelf, was, that he poſſibly might 
beguil ſome unwary Readers into a complyance with what 
himſelf had imbibed, under the notion of an important 
truth. How he could imagine that his attempts ſhould 
=_ ſucceſsful with any men of a competent underſtand- 

ng I cannot ſee ? Seeing his book carryes along with 1t 
a ſufficient antidote againſt its own embracement by ſuch 
Readers. Could he think that his Authority ſhould be re» 
garded by any man that attends to what he reads, or hath 
ſo much uſe of his own reaſon, as to compare what he 
finds 1n one page, with what he finds ih another, when 
ſome of his own Authors ſo evidently contradi& what 0- 
thers of them, and thoſe multis nominibus leſs regardable 
do afirm; will any man of an ordinary underſtanding,who 
hes not undet the force of his own prejudices and przin- 
 gagements believe that Boemins, Wilkfrid Strabo, or a- 
ny other contemporaty with, or conſequenr unto them, 
could better know what the prtmitive practice was, than 
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Auſtin or Chryſoffom, who lived ſo many hundred years 
nearer thoſe times than they did ? Will any man enter- 
tain the leaſt ſuppoſition that Pope Innocent was the inven- 
tor or the inſtitucor of Infant-baptiſm, when ſuch credi- 
ble and unqueſtionable Authors as thefe ſhall in expreſs 
terms affirm it was in tus daysthe uniyerſal practice of the 
whole Church, yea had been ſo time out of mind? As 
for the argumentative parrt of his book, alas! how little 
more, yea how much leſs hath he ſaid,than what others 
have ſaid beſore him ? Who may nor ſay, who knows not 
fuch things as theſe ? As for what he hach added of his 
own, i cannot well but be interpreted no leſs than an im- 
peachment of the underſtandings of all men, ſo much as 
ro offer any aſſiſtance to diſcover the weakneſs and fal)a- 
ciouſneſs of it : Ang his book carrying ſuch apparetit pre- 
ſervatives againſt its own reception, no wander though 
it meet with no ſooner a reply. Alas ! who could ima- 
gine that it needed any ? For my ow.n part, it coft me tiot 
a few thoughts to determine with my (elf what ſhould be 
the Authors deſign in it. Sometimes I was ready to think 
he was no friend to theAnabaptiſts,but deſigned only co caft 
a ſlur upon their cauſe ; Sometimes I was ready to'think 
he only deſigned to gain to himſelf the repute of a nian of 
great reading, and that the argumentative part was only 
co make way to the / raaggyoar of thoſe variety of colle- 
Ctions he had heape uP. And other thoughts I had, but 
at laſt hearing more of him; (for he is wholly unknown to 
. me by face) charity obligeth me to hope he is one of thoſe 
the Apoſtle ſpeaks of, who building upon that good foun- 
dation the Lord Feſus Chriſt though it be 2v00d,hay and ftx.b- 
ble, yet themſelyes /-all be ſaved. yet ſo as by fire with ihe 
_ therr works, 1. hope he hath at leaſt.an habitual 
love for our Lord Chriſt, and..verily judgeth the promo- 
tion of the cauſe he is engaged in would be accevrablc ſer- 
vice to. him, fince he hath'-managed ks whole 
undertaking ſo, as he conceiy'd it might prove ſucceſsful 
among at leaſt perſons of weaker judgmeltits, © 
I remember not long ſince ons of the (anic perſwaſion 
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The Epiſtle 
ance of the-ſame deſign, I hapned to meet him at a friend< 
houſe in Wapping, whither he had brought ſome of his 
booksto be diſperſed among the men of his own perſwa- 
fiog, I caſt my eye upon one of them, and preſently di{- 
cerning the fallacy, I askt him whether he knew of no 
weightier objections that might be raiſed againſt his af- 
ſertions than what he had there taken notice of ? His re- 
ply was, he hoped:that what he had done might. do ſome 
pod. So I ſuppoſe Mr. Danvers, though he could not 
ope that any perſons of learning or judgement would be 
moved by what he had written, yet he hoped that hus pa1as 
might do ſome good according to his account of good. But 
alas! ſuch petty deſigns will in the cloſe only prove de- 
flru&iveto the cauſe;the ſupportation of which 1s attemp- 
 «&by them; when any opinions or praCtices appear ev1* 
denely to be only ſupported by fraud and gwile, or that 
which'is worſe, however thole thatare preingaged may 
be backward to relinquiſh them , yer all that are diſinga- 
ged muſt needs be greatly prejudiced, as againſt the opi- 
mons and praQtices themſelves, ſo againſt the promoters 
of 'them. Ir hath been (as I have he intimated) 
no little-wonder to me, whence it ſhould come to paſs 
that-Ghriſtans, and thoſe too, at leaſt ſome of them men 
of tearning and judgmenc, 'ſhould ſo tenaciouſly maintain 
an opinion Jying 1n.ſuch a dire oppoficion co their chil- 
drens:good as well as their own comfort, and can fatisfie 
themſelves with ſuch pityful nonſeuſical evaſions and perry 
reaſomngs,yea will rather run themſelves upon the great- 
eſt abſurdities, than ſubmur to the plaineſt demonſtrations. 
Andafter much revolving the matter in my mind, I can- 
not but aſſign the cauſe hereof, as to the things there men- 
tioned;] ſo totheir promgagemens, and in ſpecial to the 
-want of a clear underſtanding in the Cavenant of Grace, 
both in reſpect of the good granted,and conveyed thereby 
tothe Infant-ſeed of believers, and the true tenour there- 
.of, asextended to and made with them: .And pardon me 
though I ſay I cannot but think not only Antipzdobaptilts, 
but even Pzdobapriſts themſelves,yea and that ſome of the 
molt learned among them, have been greatly wanting here » 
ns 
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ig : Hence are thoſe expreſſions, in the writings of P#do- 
bapriſts, of ay oyrward Covenant, 2 Corenaut of priyi: 
ledges and the like, phraſes greatly obſtrufting the re- 
ception of the trach hey have done worthily in the defence 
4 From the ſame cauſe in the general, ut 1s that our 
oppaſers talk of 3 Covenant with the elect, and of thap 
grand promiſe of Gods being a God to people, implying 
and neceſſarily including all that good whether relatiys 
or pofitive contained in 21 the promiſes of the Coyenanc. 
Were the primitive dodtrige of the Covenant revived, TI 
ſhould not much queſtion bur all men of judgment and 
conſcience would ſoon center 1n the primitive pratice of 
Infant-baptiſm, tome ef{ays of that nature ſhall ow” H15 
ſhortly be raade publick. This I would only ſay at pre- 
ſent,that the Cavenaut taking it ina proper ſence, as (1m1- 
plying a ſtipuJation on Gods part, and a reſtipulation on 
mans) is ſo far from being reitrained to the ele, that 1c 
1s not made with any one of the Ele, qud Eleft. Ele» 
Qion 1s unto eternal life, to the attaining of which they 
are predeſtinated to a Covenant-ſtate, neither are any 
«Abrabawrs (eed meerly as eleQed, Hence were it cvi- 
dent that this or that particular perſon, whether Infanc 
or Adult were ele&, yet could he not be duly baptized 
on that account, It is Covenant-intereſt not EleCticn that 
gave a right of Circumciſion of old, and gives a right to 
Baptiſm ſtall; Were but the Covenant rightly underitocd, 
this controverfie about Infant-baptiſm would have vaſtly 
leſs difficulty in it. Its tiue tis a controyerſie of long a- 
gitation, which renders the gaining fatisfaCtion about it 
more difficult, and cannot —_ be attained to with- 
out ſome con{iderable pains and diligence, as well as a 
freedom from all prepoſſeſſions and preingagements. Burt 
will any ſerious enquirers willing to take what pains and 
uſe what diligence 25 neceſſary in ſuch a caſe (ſuſpending 
for the preſent their judgment about the good aud benefe 
that the ſeed of believers have by vertue of their Cove. 
nant-1ntereſt , and memberthip in the Church, and an. 
ſwerably waving the interpretations put upon the promi, 
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therefrom ) throughly weigh, and faithfully compare” 
what is written on both ſides, in ſpecial by Mr. Dawvers 
and Mr. Tombes, including tus late letter to Mr. Danvers, 
on the one fide, and by Mr. Baxter taking in the enſuing 
papers, andthat ſmali treatiſe often referred to in them, 
on the other, as I doubt not but they will be ſufficiently 
furniſhed with light to proceed by ; fo 1 ſhall freely leave 
the controverſie to their determination and doubt not but 
that though they may not at preſent ſee what is the proper 
benefit Infants have by their Covenant-intereſt, Church- 
memberſhip and Baptiſm, nor apprehend how the one or 
the other ean be granted to them withont ſome inconvent- 
enees enſuing, yet will be clearly convinced that both the 
one and the other muſt be granted to them;and anſwerably 
when they come to ſee the true tenour of the Covenant 
ſtated, and thoſe inconveniences feared , obviated, they 
will be abundantly ſatisfied in the determination they have 
made. And therefore though I had ſometimes thought to 
havc made ſome animadyerſions upon that late letter of 
Mr. Tombes to Mr. Danvers,yet I ſhall wave it, not doubt- 
ing but the Reader will find whats material in it ſuffici- 
ently obviated inthe enſuing papers, taken in conjunction 
' withthe treatiſe referred to, Ir 1s true Mr. Danvers hath 
found out a new or rather reviv'd an old deyice, and that 
1s, that however conſequences may be drawn, and infe- 
'rences made in other caſes, yet in the worſhip of God no- 
thing as worſhip 15 to be admutted without ſome plain and 
expreſs word, either by precept or example, to warrant 
the ſame : Andthis he ſaith (though according to his in- 
tendment moſt falſely and difingeniouſly) is a known a- 
greed rule among Proteſtants, and cites according to his 
nſual manner ſeveral Authors for it. Te which 1 would 
fay in the words of a late worthy Author, that it muſt be 
a deſperate cauſe that cangot otherwiſe be maintained, viz. 
than b denying ſcripture-conſequences. And let me on- 
by ask Mr. Danters whether the obſervation of the Lords 
ay be a part of divine worſhip, 'at leaſt be not acknow- 
leaged ſo to be by the generality of Proteſtants, and in 
ipecial by thoſe Authors he cites, and whether there be 
any 
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any ſuch expreſs precept or exampleias he requires to wat« 
rant the ſame, though there 1s enough 1n ſcripture to 
roye that it oughtto be obſerved which ſufficiently ſhews 
bis miſtake of theſe Authors. They undoubtedly take 
conſequences rightly and duly drawn uivalent tO EX- 
preſs precept and example. And ler me ſay, will he nor 
allow ſound conſequences in matters of worſhip, he will 
leave but little worſhip to be performed by the Church, 
and himſelf muſt reje& ſome parts of worſhip, which yet 
I hope he owns and walks in the practice of. .But men that 
are reſolved to maintain their opinions, muſt ſay ſome- 
what that may look like reaſon in the eyes of byaſſed or 
weak men, how unreaſonable and abſurd ſoeyer it be in 
the judgment of others. And yet further, let it be obſer- 
ved that whereas our oppoſers take it for granted and per- 
ſwade people that we have only conſequences to ground 
our judgment and practice upon, the truth 1s, we have 
eſpecially for what we. mainly contend for, viz. the Co- 
yenant- intereſt, and Church-memberſhip of the ſeed of 
believers, the plain and expreſs letter of the Scriptures, 
and they have only conſequences to oppoſe us withal. The 
words are as expreſs as words can be, I will be thy God, 
and the God of thy ſeed m therr generations. Now take this 
promiſe as firitly made to Abraham himſelf, and acord- 
1ng to the letter of it,it mult needs intend his natural ſeed 
1mmediately proceeding from his own loins. And the A- 
ſtle in expreſs words tells us that the bleſſing of A- 
rabam 1s come upon believing Gentiles. Or take the 
promiſe according to the full latitude of it as including his 
ſpiritual ſeed, yer to exclude his natural is contrary to the 
very letter cf tbe promiſe,z. take it as made to his ſeed, ſo 
it1sto them in their Generations, which according to the 
letter muſt a:ciuce their ſeed with them. So the Apoſtle 
tells thoſe awakened Jews, the promiſe was to them and 
their Children. Par tells the Corinthians in expreſs words 
their Cl11drcn were holy, yet once again, the Apoſtle 
aſſures the Jaylor, that he believing, not only himſelf 
but his houſe thould be ſaved, Which promiſe 1 ſuppoſe 
our oppolers themſelves will grant is applicable to all in 
his 
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his caſe,and anſyyerably according tothe very letter takes 
in their Infant-ſeed ſuppoſing them to have any ſuch. Here 
are no conſequences but the plain and expreſs words of 
Scripture, and our oppoſers haye only conſequences by 
which they endeavour to proye that theſe {criptures are ngt 
to be underſtood according to the letter, but muſt haye 
another ſence and meaning put upon them - Hence would 
our oppoſers yield to the very letter of the ſcriptures, and 
grant the promiſes of the Coyenant do appertain to the 
feed of believers, and only ſuſpend their Baptiſm,our dif- 
&rences would be yery much healed. And yer further, let 
me ſay we want very little of the expre(s letter of the ſcri- 
pture for their Baptiſm. Ic is according to the expreſs let- 
ter of the ſcripture that Abraba'ns ſeed 11 their Gene- 
rations (which Þ have (aid mult according to the letter in- 
clude Parents avd Chilcren) ſhould keep the Covenant, 
that is the token of the Covenant, and what other token 
there now is that can poſſibly be underſtood un this com- 
mand to be kept by Abrahams ſeed, that is by belieyers 
in their generations,excepting Baptiſm, cannot be ſhewed. 
Soaccording to the letter of the Scripture, intereſt in che 
promiſe is a ſufficient ground for Baptiſm. Fepent and be 
baptized, for the promiſe is to yuu. Sothat would but our 
oppalers lay afide conſequences and yield to the letter of 
the Scripture, our contentions would be, if not wholly 
at an end, yet greatly abated, we ſhall infallibly bhaye 
what we mainly contend for, and A fair ground will be 
Jayd for our praftice. And from whathath been aid, it 
evidently appears our oppoſers are equally concerned in 
confequences with our felves, and anſ{werably ſuch pleas 
muſt be look'd upon but as mere pretences to fcreen off 
that light they are unwilling to ſubmit unto. And indeed 
as the whole deſign of our Author, ſo many paſlages in 
Mr. Tombes his latter writings ſufficiently evidence they 
are now reduced tomeer artifces and ſhifts for the ſuppors 
ration of the cauſe they have unadviſedly engaged in.As an 
evidence hereof take an inſtance or two, Whereas our 
«Author had ſaid, the Magdeburgenſes tell us, that in the 
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and being charged by Mr. Ws with the falſification of 
thoſe Authors, and accuſed by ſome miniſters of inamo- 
rality, as well he nught,let us fee how in his reply go Mr. 
/Vills he comes off, And to let paſs his firft antwer,which 
only concerns Mr. Wills, his ſecond 1s this, v2. that theſe 
words 1n his book are not hs tranſlation of their words,bur 
his own ſence upon them. Bur | 

Firſt, I een to Mr. Danzers his own conſci- 
ence, whether he would not have had his Reader, and to 
all Readers, whether they did not underſtand them as . 
their very words? His words are expreſs,they tell us, Now 
who could imagine that Mr Danvers his meaning was only 
this,thar ſo much might be inferred from their words/Bur 
granting him this, I would then appeal to him whether he 
did -not defign to pur a cheat upon his Readers ? For $ 
would ask him as he will anſwer it at the bar of Jeſus 
Chriſt,whether-he was not willing that hisReader ſhould, 
and did expe that he would believe thattheſe Magdebur- 
genſes had afirmed,at leaſt granted ſomewhat more in fa- 
your of his cauſe, than what is the univerſal grant of all 
Hs. ay otherwiſe what a frivolous thing was itfor 
himto bring them in as witneſſes for him, Bur | 

Secondly, No ſuch ſence or interpretation can with a- 
ny ſhew of Reaſon be put upon them, for they are very 
confident none more , that not only the Adult, but 
alſo Infants were baptized in that age, grounding that their 
confidence partly upon the Scriptures themſelves,and part- 
ly upon the teſtimonies of thoſe Fathers that lived near 
thoſe tmes, Now when they make oply ſuch a grart as 
is made by ali Pedobapriſts,vzz. that no expreſs Example 
Is left upon record of any Infants being baptized, yet ex- 
preſſing the higheſt confidence that they were baprized, 
witha] declaring the ground they had both from ſcripture 
and humane Authoriry for that their confidence, can any 
rational may interpret them as ſaying they find they bap» 
tized only the Adult, when they afſure us they tind the 
pony, that they baptized Infants as well as the 

ule. 
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Traditiori was the principal ground laid for Intant bap» 
tiſm, . and Mr. WV:1!s had charged him with immodeſly,fee 
how he comes off in his reply ? Why it is by proceeding 
from immodeſty to impudence. For - 

- Euft, He would perſwade his Reader, that there is lit- 
ele or no difference between the ſence in which Proteſtants 
and Papiſts uſe the term Tradition, which 1s notoriouſly 
falſe. raking 'it of Tradition in the general; though it 1s 
eue, the Papiſts ſpeaking of Infant-baptiſm ſometimes 
contradi&t themſelves, afirming that it may be plainly 
enough gathered our of the- Scriptures, which is inconſt- 
ſtent with their notion of Tradition. 

Secondly, He would perſwade his Reader, that take 
away Tradition, the doCtrine and practice of Infant-bap» 
tiſm (according to our own conceſhons) would fall to hs 
grourid, when he cannot but know that moſt, if not uni. 
verſally all the chief afſertors of Fafant-baptiſm aftirm,in 
may be proved alone from the Scriptures, though the do- 
&rine and practice of the Church were utterly unknown, 
And if ſuch men are not put to their ſhifts, I know not 
who are, The like may be ſeen in Mr. Tombes, Hence is 
that abſurd notion invented of the ſeed of the Jews being 
Church-members meerly by a fact of divine providence, 
Hence. he ſeems to deſign the ſcaring his Reader into a 
compliance with his notians : Hence are thoſe big words 
ſpeaking of Mr. Baxt:rs book of Baptiſm, faith he, that 
accurſed book , and why is it accurſed ? but becauſe Mr. 
Tombes nor any others of his party can anſwer it. So 
ſpeaking of the epiſtle of Cyprian to Fidus, tis ſaith he 
an abſurd Epiſtle, wheu he knows, be it as abſurd as it 
will (though ſo abſurd as he pretends it 15 not) ſo long as 
It 15 genuine, and not forged (which he cannot ſay ir is) 
it ſufficiently ſerves our purpoſe, fully declaring that the 
primitive practice was for Infant-baptiſm. | | 

__ Yer once again, with him to affirm that I/mael was 1 
Covenant, 15 inexpreſs words to gainſay the Apoltle, And 
why ſo ? Becauſe the Apoſtle tells us he was caſt our 
(Gal. 4.) that 1s out of the Covenant as hath been proved. 
Now to ſay he was ever in Coveaaat, becauſe the ons 
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faith he was after caſt out of it, is with Mr. Tombes to 

ainſay the Apoſtle ; and variety of like inſtances might 
be given. Now ſurely ſuch things ſhew, men are redu- 
ced to their ſhifts, they ſee their cauſe would utterly fall, 
ſhould it not be ſupported by ſuch arrifices and ſhifts, Bue 
I muſt haſten, 

Feader. Thou mayſt eafily perceive, I have not been 
very forward to engage in this controverſie. Thou wilt ſtill 
fad me inthe rear: I am aware what diſcouragements at- 
rend ſuch undertakings, ſaith «Auſtin, Bella quantumrzs 
juſta attamen hommibus moleſia et triftia videntur, nam in- 
ter alia que refugit humanum imgenium, videbunt adverſs* 
ria parts iniquitatem propter quam coguntur pugnare, nec 
de ea non poterunt non dulere which is too evidently verified 
in our preſent conteſts. Hence a man can hardly appear 
againſt any error, but he will ſeem to be an enemy as well 
to the perſons holding, as to the e1 rors held by them. Ir 
muſt be ſaid,ſo ill hath our preſent Author managed his 
undertaking- that it is hard,if poſſible, to dere his mi- 
ſtakes, but his miſcarriages will be alſo deteted. And 
how his Antagoniſt ſhall be treated by him may be too 
plainly gueſſed at, by the i111 manner of his managing his 
cauſe, Solomen indeed tells us, that be that paſſeth by, 
and medleth with firife, that belungeth not to him, taketh a 
dog by the ears. But be the Tſſue what it will, this will 
be my comfort, I have not medled with a ftrife, that be» 
longs not to me. I am ſet for the defence of the Goſpel, 
I had morethan a ſingle ca!l to this work. I ſee not how 
I could haye held my peace, without making a breach 
upon my peace. And if any ſhall ſay I need not have in- 
terpoſed, others have ſaid enough, I anſwer, we account 
not the bringing water to quench fire got into the thatch 
Juperfluous,ſo long as there is water enough to be brought 
and the fire is not throughly quenched. 

Others haye done wel], yet ſomething more may be ad- 
ded. I muſt profefs, T am fo far from judging that all is 
ſaid, that can beſaid for ti:2 clearing up and eſtabliſhing 
the practice contended for, that though 7 will not ſay lit- 
tle 1s ſaid in compariſon of what may be; yet I am very 
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gonfident, much may be ſaid beyond what is, As for 
the enfuing papers, they principally concern the doQtr: » 
nal part of Mr. Danvers his book, and hence I have kept 
to his firſt edition, underſtanding that no material altera- 
tzon is made 1n his ſecond. What I have done 1s ſubmitted 
to the judgment of all unbyaſſed and intell;gent Readers. 
Others have ſail enough to diſcover the _ and va- 
nity of his Authorities, yet they are not wholly paſſed by. 
I know all could not buy all books that are written, and 
this may fall into the hands of ſome, into whoſe hands thoſe 
others may not come. And beſides, poflibly ſome will 
be ata loſs not knowing whom to credit being themſelves 
21nable to ſearch Authors, here they may ſee Mr. Dan- 
ers his witneſſes contradicting and confuting one ano- 
ther, and will but men ſeriouſly weigh his book, and 
compare his Authorities one with another, I doubt not 
they will find themſelves ſufficgently armed againſt all 
pretences, that either himſelf or any others may make of 
having humane authority on their fide. For 

Firlt, They will evidently ſee his forgeries, and that 
deſignedly to deceive his unwary Reader, hence as they 
are ſufficiently warned to take heed how to credit any 
thing tumſelf hath ſaid or may ſay, ſo they have ground 
to be wary how they credit any of his perſwaſion in what 
ever pretences they may make of thys nature. 

Secendiy, They will ſee that upon the utmoſt enquiry 
that can be made inro antiquity (for ſuch an enquury it 
may be ſuppoſed Mr. Danvers hath made) but only one, 
232. poor Tertull;an and he greatly abuſed too, can be 
pretended to have been againſt Infant-baptiſm for three 
hundred years after Chriſt, Mr. Danvers pretends to 
no more. 

Thirdly, They will have the teſt:mony of two of the 
moſt credible Authors that ever wrote, iz. Chryſoſtum 
and cAuftin, that before the year four hundred (for Chry. 
foftom died 1n the year four hundred and five, and Auſtin 
1m the year Four Hundred and Thirty) Infant baptiſm was 
che univerſal praCtice of the Church, yea had been ſo 
for onght whas then appeared in any record from the A- 
| | | poſltics 
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poſtles days. And they that will after this be deceived 
by any pretence of humane Authority they muſt thank 
themſelves, they have Mr. Danzers his book to riſe up 
in judgment againſt them. 


Thine in the ſervice of the Goſpel. 


7. W. 


ERRATA, 


EADER, by reaſon of the Authors abſence 

from the preſs, many Erratas are eſcaped,the 

moſt material ({ome of which pervert the ſence) 

archere noted, the leſſer are left to thy ingenuity 
to corre or pardon, 


Page 2, line 5: read bence. p. 7.1. 29.r. cite. p, 12,1. 3-, thirdly, p. 
32.1.32.r. during. p. 48.1.10.r.leſs heed, p.49.1. 13.r, 14Ze.p. 50, 1,29. 
T., oppoſed. p. 5I. 1.2. after that they are add not, p. 64+ 1. 18. r, 66. 
P» G5. In the marg. r. ſcripture. p. 68, 1, 9.r. by. p. 71. in the con- 
tents FT, particxlars, P- T7. L. IS, IT. extend, Pp. 94. l, (0 after ſo add 
1h:.p.97.L17.ravere.p.111.1,13.0.bad.,p.119.1,13.r.lower l,21.r.under. 
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IWherein ſome general Conſiderations, re- 
lating to the authorities produced by Mr. 
Danvers, in favour of Antipedobap- 
tiſm, are laid down 5 ſhewing the vanity 
and inſignificancy of them, as to bis pur- 


T is the Apoſtle Judes exhor- 
tation , that we ſhould ear- 
aeſftly contend for the faith,once 
delivered to the Saints ;, and 
there arc two things in ſpecial, 
that all Saints, yet more eſpe» 
ctally thoſc, upon whom this 

duty is peculiarly incumbert, ovzht to contend 

for, with retcrence to the Faith. Firft.its purity 3 

Secondly, its integrity; that nothin, he added 

thereto, nothing detrafted there-trum, And 

the Integrity of the Faitii is of cual importance, 

' and ought to be alike contcnacd for, with the 

Purity thercof: Neither is the conditions or qua» 

lifications of any that aticmpt, cichcr ro corrupt 

an, by immixing their own Notions or Inventi- 
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ons therewith, or to make any breach therein ; 
a ſufficient diſcharge from this duty : In the diſ- 
charge whereof, yet regard is to be had, both 
to the perſons with whom, and matters about 
which we do contend. Here ſometimes we muſt 
contend earnctily with thoſe that profeſs theme 
ſelves to be, and it may bc hoped, intentionally 
are, Contenders for the Faith 3 yea, and ſharply 
to rebuke them for, not only the oppoſition 
they make, but their unchriſtian managing that 
oppoſition againſt , while they pretend, and poſe 
{ibly rcally intend to contend tur, the Faith, 

As for the Doctrine of Infant Baptiſm 3. the 
further vindfcation and eſtabliſhment of which, 
is at preſent deſigned : That it is, as I have for 
merly ſaid, and ſo am more and more confirm- 
cd, a part of that Faith once delivered to the 
Saints, and conſequently the contending for it, 
comes within the Compaſs of that Exhorta- 
tion. 

It is true, a late Author, for whom I have ſo 
much charity, as to hope he has (though great- 
ly failing in a due uſe and exerciſe of his Grace, 
yct) an habitual good will for Chriſt, and the 
Faith delivercd by him 3 has appeared not a little 
confident of the contrary 3 and an{werably, has 
conceived himſelt obliged to make the utmoſi 
oppoſition he could, againſt that Dodrine and 
Practice, and induſiriouſly to endeavours the efta- 
bliſhmegt of Believers Baptiſm, in oppeſition 
. thereunto. Which of our Confidences hath the 
ſarer ground, ſhall be left to the Judgment of all 
unpreudic'd perſons: But to lay what he hath aid 


in the Ballance, Two things he attempts to prove, 
and 
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and ſeems to conceit that he has done both ſo 
effetually, as that he ſeems to ſtand amazed, 
that all men do not immediately fall down be- 
fore the Evidence produced by him. 

Firſt , he attempts to prove, That the Bap- 
tiſm of Believers is only Chriſt's Ordinance of 
Baptiſm. 

Secondly, That the Baptiſm of Infants is no 
Ordinance of Jeſus Chriſt. 

Both theſe he attempts to prove by Scripture, 
by Reaſon, and Humane Authority : and though 
he would ſcem to make no great account of hu- 
mane Authority, yet it ſcems impoſhble to me, 
that any man of a competent underſianding; 
ſhould ariſe to ſuch a height of confidence, as 
to the truth of his Aſſertions, as he is arrived 
to, had he not other grounds for it, than what 
he hath produced, cither from Scripture or 
Reaſon. Alas ! what a poor Pamphlet would 
his Treatiſe be, were all his humane Authori- 
tics pared off, and it lcft to defend its Caule, 
meerly by that evidence of Scripture and Reaſon 
it is turniſhed with; how evidently would the 
Scriptures, at leaft the molt of them appear to 
be but mcer repetitions of ſuch Scriptures as 
have been an{wercd again and again 3 without 
any ſhew of ſatisfaction given to thoſe an- 
{wers, or the caſt additional enforcement re- 
ceived trom his application or improvement of 
them to his ole 

What Reaſon does he offer, unleſs he will 
call his own ungrounded Dictatcs, or {ome tri- 
volous deductions of {uppoſcd ill Conſequences 
of the Practice he oppolcs by that name. I 

| Þ 2 cannot 
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cannot therefore but think that however he puts 
it off in words, yet indeed the principal ground, 
he lays to his great confidence, of having fo ef- 
fecually performed his undertaking, is the hu- 
mane Authorities he has produced in favour of 
his Cauſe; they muſt not therefore be wholly 
paſſed by : Yet ſeeing himſelt ſeerns to make no 
more account of them, they being as he cx- 
preſſes it, but Argumentum ad hominem; ( the 
reaſon of his ſo expreſling himſelf cannot but be 
gueſſed at, I ſuppoſe he deſigned them ad faci- 
endim popalum.) I ſhall only here offer ſome 
few Conſiderations with reference to them in 
general, and leave them, to every one to make 
what uſe and improvement of them they ſee 
meet, and take the leſs notice of them in parti- 
cular, as they occurr in the proceſs of his Diſs 
courle, 

Firſt, that which offers it ſelf to Confiderati= 
on is our Authors great Unfaithfulneſs in his 
Quotations , and groſs abuſe of the Authors 
cited by him in favour of his Cauſe : Some» 
times he ſecms to have meerly forged Tettimoe 
nies, and to pretend Authors to have (aid , 
what he could wiſh they had 3 but what in- 
decd never came into their minds, much leſs 
droppcd from their pens : Sometimes he groſly 
perverts their words, wreſting them to ſuch a 
fence as apparently was never intended by 
them : Somctimes he miftakes, and fathers 
that upon one, which was ſpoken by an- 
other 3 Teſtibus non teſiimoniis credendum eſt , 
ec, but here no man can credit this Wit- 
nefs. And though variety of other in- 

ances 
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ſtances might be, and are by another kand 
given, of the like nature and import, yet 
I ſhall only inſtance in thole Teſtimonies he 
cites out of the Magdeburgenfian Hiſtory ( of 
which he gives, avd that not undeſervedly, a 

reat Encomizm ) in the 1.2. and 3. Centurics : 
They tell us, ſays he, in his 56. page, that as tothe 
buſineſs of Baptiſm in the 1, Century, they find 
to have been after this manner, and he inltanccs 
in ſix things, that they, as he ſaith, relate with 
reference to Baptiſm 3 four of which,if not five, 
concern his purpoſe no otherwiſe, than the 
furtherance ot his Cauſe depends upon the bulk 
of his Book : that which only. properly con- 
cerns his purpoſe is the firft, which he ſets down 
thus. 

As to the Subjeis of Baptiſm they tell us that 
inthis Age (mcaniog the hrit Century, the Age 
whercin Chriſt and his Apoſiles lived) they find 
that they baptized only the adult or aged, whether 
Fews or Gentiles, whereof they ſay we have ins 
ſtances in the 2. . 10. 16. 19. Chapters of the 
Aqs: But as to the baptizing of Infants they 
corfeſi they read of no Example ; And he has the 
conhdence to dirc& his Reader to the Century, 
Book and Page, where he ſaith they tell us all 
this : Whereas they are ſo far from telling us 
all this, that they ſay the dize& contrary. Their 
words are expreſs, Baptizatos eſſe adultos tam 
Fudeos quam Gentes exempla probant, At. 2. 8. 
IO. 16. 19. De infaxntibus baptizatis exempls 
quidem annotata non leguntur. , ſed Origenes, & 
Cyprianus, & alii Patres authores ſunt Apoſto= 
lorum etiam tempore baptizatos eſſe \ conjtat etians 
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whether Jews or Gentiles were baptized, thoſe ex- 
amples, A&.2.8.10.16.19.prove. It is true indeed 
we read not of any expreſs examples of Infants 
being baptized : But that they were baptized e- 
wen in the Apoſtles times, both Origen, Cyprian, 
and others of the Fathers do teſtifie, and this is 
alſo evident from the writings of the Apoſtles them- 
ſelves:and then they ſhew us what evidence they 
conceived they had from the Writings of the A- 
oſtles that Infants were baptized.Now is this to 
rel! us, that they find they baptiz'd only theAdult? 
Nay, do they not tell us expreſly, that they find 
from the Writings of the Apoſtles,and theTeſtimonies 
off the Fathers that lived near thoſe times, that 
they baptized Infants, as well as grown perſons. 
As for what our Author further ſaith they tell 
us, concerning the Ceremonies attending the 
Adminiſtration of Baptiſm,as that the parties ba- 
ptized did freely come,and offer themſclves, pro- 
effing their Faith; what ever they tell us of that 
nature, they evidently mean it of the Adult, for 
ſo, left they ſhould be miſtaken and miſrepre- 
fented, they do in plain words expreſs them- 
ſelves. Ante Baptiſmatis impertitionem quoad 
adultos attinet de Potirina Evangelii, &c, adultos 
edeexerunt ; they repeat that term adult twice, 
ſceming to fear that their words might be wreſt 
ed in fayour of Antipedobaptiſm. Now then 
how far are theſe worthy Hiſtorians from fay- 
ing they find they baptized only the adult ; they 
tell us, that it is evident from the Apoſtles 
Writings, and alfo produce the Fathers living 
near thoſe times , aſſuring us that mags 2 
tnen 
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then baptized,though no expreſsExample oftheir 
Baptizing isjleft upon Record. And having thus 
grofly abuſcd theſe worthy Centuriators in this 
firſt Century, he proceeds both to abuſe them, 
and impoſe upon his incautelous Reader in what 
he cites out of them in the 2. 3. and 4. Centu- 
ries for thus he adds page 59. As to Baptiſm in 
the 2. Century, They ſay (meaning theſe Magdi- 
__) Century 2. Chap. 6. pag. 109. that 
it doth not appear by any approved Authors that 
there was any mutation or ariation from the for. 
mer, and insconfirmation hereot quotes what 
Fuſtin Martyr faith in his ſecond Apology to 
Anton. Pics the Emperour, Now he would 
have the Reader believe they ſay this with rc- 
ference to the Subjects of Baptiſm , and con- 
ſcquently that they hereby deny Infant baptiſm 
to beas yet brought into the Church z whereas 
they ſpeak not at all in that place cited by him 
of the Subjects of Baptiſm, but only of the Rites 
and Ceremonies attending its Adminiſtration z 
for ſo they intitle their Diſcourſe, De Ritibus cir- 
ca Baptiſmum : And the inſtance they give of 
the Jew baptizcd in the wildernc(s by his fel- 
low-travellers ( a Story I ſuppoſe our Author 
was willing to overlook) plainly ſhews it. But 
when they ſpeak of the SubjzCts of Baptiſm,Cbap. 
4-p-48.they lay expreſily,Nec uſquam legitur Infan- 
tes hoc ſeculo & Baptiſmo remotes eſſe, and cites Ori- 
gen, aS affirming that the Baptiſm of Infants had 
been received by thc Church as a Tradition from 
the Apoſtles. And after the ſame manner does 
he moſt groſly abuſe them, and impoſe ypon 
his Readcr in what he cites out of them in the 
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3. and 4. Century, But it is needleſs to trace 
him any farther 3 by what hath been ſaid we may 
ſee the great unfaithfulneſs of our Author : So 
that look what Cenſure Eraſmus put upon O- 
rigen's Works, tranſlated by Ruffinus, the ſame 
muſt be paſt upon his Treatiſe z no man knows 
when he reads Mr. Daxvers, and when he reads 
the Authors cited by him. And this confider- 
ation alone renders all his Quotations. uſclels 3 
in as much as no man can truſt him any farther 
than themſelves examine the Authors produced 
by him ; and ſuppoſe they may tin him faith- 
ful in any one, yet that is no aſſurance that he 
is foin any other. He that knowingly falſihes 
one Author, deſerves no credit in what he cites 
from any other. But to procecd. 

* Secondly, That which lies obvious to our ob» 
ſervation is the utter Uſcleſnels, Infigniticancy, 
and Impertinency of very many, it not the mas» 
jor part of the Teſtimonies produced by him as 
to his purpoſe, ſuppoſe he hath been faithful in 
them: This will abundantly appear in a four-fold 
Inſtance. | 

Firſt, not a few ſpeak nothing at all to his 
purpoſe. 3 it can hardly be imagined what came 
into his head to ſwell up his Book with them : 
Thus to give the Reader a few Inſtances, that 
he may make more thorough obſervation him» 
{c]f,'and he will be ſooner turniſhed with plen- 
ty of Inſtances of the ſame nature. ' Thus in 
the'282. Page, where he attempts to prove the 
Waldenſes were againſt Infants Baptiſm, he cites 
twoof their ancient Confethions, whercin they 
profeſi themſelves to own only Two Sacraments ,tiz, 
LES LES DO.” Baptiſm, 
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can our Author infer from hence in favour 
of his Aſertion? Did cver any make Infants 
Baptiſm a third Sacrament ? So for what he 
cites out of Vignier his Ecclcſiaſitical Hiltory, 
Page 283. makes as little for his purpoſe, he 
tells us they expreſly declare to receive the Ca- 
non of the Old and New Teſtament, and to 
reje& all Dodrines that havenot their tounda- 
tion in, or are in any thing contrary to it 3 therce 
fore condemn all the Traditions and Ceremo- 
nies of the Church of Rome. And who among 
Proteſtants may not be proved to reje& Infants 
Baptiſm, if ſuch Profcthons may go tor proot ? 
For our Author himſclt to tancy that Infant» 
baptiſm is a humane Tradition or Cercmony, 
and conccit, without any rational ground, that 
others have done fo too; and hereupon to apply 
all that they have ſaid or writtcn, cither for the 
perfeQtion or ſufficiency of the Scripturcs, or a 
gainſt humane Traditions or Ceremonies, as an 
evidence of their being againſt Infant- baptiſm, 
ſuperlatively abſurd and ridiculous. Of the 
ſame nature js that he tells us out of Socrates 
and Criſpin's Hiſtorics , Page 272. concerning 
Pope Innocent , baniſhing the Donatiſis out of 
Rome, and the agreement between them and 
the Novatians, in the things there mentioned : 
what does all that make to prove that they 
were againſt the baptizing of Infants > Muſt 
every one that any Pope hath baniſhed out of 
Rome be preſently an Anabaptiſt 3 or muſt all 
thoſe that agree in the things there expreſſed be 
againſt baptizing of Infants ? By ſuch kind of 
, proofs 
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proofs who may not be made Anabaptiſts ? 
But to leave the Reader to make his own obſer 
vation and to proceed. 

Secondly, nothing can be ratiopally conclu- 
ded from others of his Authorities in favour 
of what he deſigns the proof of by them : Thus 
in his 282. 283. 284. Pages he cites two more 
ancient Waldenfian Confeſſions of Faith, with 
their Treatiſe of Antichriſt z whercin they pro- 
fe(s their belief : That in the Sacrament of Bap- 
tiſm , Water is the vifible and external Sign 
which repreſents unto Believers , that, which 
by the inviſible vertue of God's operating is 
within them : as alſo they profeſs that by Bap- 
tiſm they are received into the holy Congrega- 
tion of the people of God, there openly protelt» 
ing and declaring their Faith and amendment 
of Life : So that God is worſhipped in vain, 
when perſons are enjoyned to partake of Sacra- 
ments without Faith and Truth, So they con» 
demned Antichriſt for attributing Regeneration 
to the outward work of baptizing Children (tor 
that is all they condemn him for 3 ) though our 
Author miſrepreſents . their words, and makes 
them little leſs than nonſence, that they may 
ſcem more fully to favour his Cauſc. But now 
who can rationally conclude from all this, that 
they were againſt Infant-baptiſiy 3 ſeing the ve- 
ry ſame, or like Profcfhions have been made, 
and the like Expreſſions uſcd by the generality of 
the Proteſtants in their Confcthons and other 
Writings, who yet have zcalouſly aſſertcd In- 
fant-baptiſm. To inſtance only in the Helvetiar 


Confeſſion,whoſe words are theſe,We by being bap- 
tized 
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tized do confeſt our Faith 3 and yct in the very 
next page ſay, We condemn the Anabaptiſis, who 
deny, that any Infants bor# of faithful Parents are 
to be baptized, How far ſuch Exprellions are 
conſiſtent with the Doctrine and Practice of 
Infant-baptiſm may be contidered by and by : 
But to interpret ſuch Exprellions, or Protethons, 
as an Evidence of the Authors denial ft Intant- 
bapriſm is irrational 3 ſcing they are the Exprel- 
fions and Profellions, commonly made by thoſe 
who profeſſedly own the Doctrine, and live in 
the Practice of Intant-baptiſm. Again , for 
what our Author tclls us, that Doctor Uſher 
cites out of Thauanus, That ſeveral of the Beren- 
garians, did upon examination ſay, That Baptiſm 
did not profit Children tn ſalvation , page 258, 
who can rationally infer from thence, that they 
denicd Infant-baptiſm ? They might deny that 
Baptiſm profited Children to Salvation, clpecial- 
ly that it did profit them mcerly opere operate, 
which was the thing thcy denied, and yct not 
deny their Baptiſm : But to haſtcn. By what 
hath been ſaid, it evidently appears that our Au- 
thor cannot produce any one Article in all thcir 
Confctlions, nor one Paſſage out of any of their 
own Writings, that make it ſo much as probable, 
that the Waldenſes were againſt Infant-baptiſm, 
He hath only groundlc(s Suppoſitions, falſe Re- 
ports, malicious Accuſations of thcir Enemies, 
to ground his per{ſwations of their rcjcting In- 
tant-baptiſm upon; when it is evident on the 
other hand from their own Confethons, and o- 
ther Writings, that they did, atleaſt as to the 
Generality of them, own and live in that Pra- 

Cticc, 
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Rice. Variety of other inſtances might be given, 

but let theſe ſuffice, Therefore 

Secondly, other of- his Authorities, though 
they ſeem, according to the Letter of the 
words cited by him , ſomewhat to counte- 
nance his Aſſertions, yet nothing leſs was in- 
tended by the Authors themſelves 3 neither can 
their words, all things confidered, be rationally 
interpreted at all in favour of them : Of this 
kind are, if not univerſally all, yet the moſt of 
thoſe Teſtimonies he citcs out of the Writings 
of Pcdobaptiſis. What they ſpeak of, or with 
reference to the Adult, he will needs preſs into 
the ſervice of his Cauſe, and apply them tor the 
excluſion of Intants from Baptiſm, and eftabliſh= 
ment of Believers Baptiſm in oppoſition there- 
unto, 

Thus all thoſe Quotations out of Calvix, Piſ- 
cator, Perkins and Parew , to prove, that the 
Commiſſion given by Chrift to his Diſciples 
muſt be underftood, as reſtraining Baptiſm only 
to Believers fo almoſt throughout his whole 
Book, It is in vain to enumerate Inſtances. 

It's true, he grants their Judgment and Pra- 
Qice was for Infant-baptiſm 3 but ſays he in his 
Preface, to take his own words, By how much 
they were againſt the, Truth (\o he calls his Opi- 
nion) ix their Prafiice, by ſo much the Power and 
Providexce of God may appear, ſo to make their 
Tongues aud Pens to fall upon themſelves. 

And he takes Mr. Baxter as a ſpecial Inſtance 
ef the Power and Providence of God in this 
matter, To which I1ct meſay, Before he had 
intereſted the Power and Providence of God in 
matters 
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matters of this nature, he ſhould have offered 
ſomething at leaſt to prove the inconſiſtency of 
what they have written, with the Doctrine and 
Practice of Infant-baptiſm ; leſt he be tound to 
take the Name of God in vain, as well as abuſe 
his Authors and Readers, which he hath not at 
all attempted to do : Whercin is the Contradicti- 
on between what they ſay of, or with reſped to 
the Adult, and what they fay and practiſe with 
reference to Infants? Sure unto Contradictions 
ſo much is at leaſt abſolutely neceſſary , That 
affirmatio & negatio ſit de eodem aut reſpetiu ejuſ- 
dem. Our Lord Chriſt ſays to the Jews, Except 
ye believe that 1 am he, ye (hall die in your fins 1 
yet ſpeaking of Infants, ſaith, Of ſuch is the 
kingdom of heaven: Now who ever had fo littte 
underſtanding as to argue againſt Chrift's in- 
tending Infants from a fuppoſition, that then 
he muſt nceds contradid himſclt in what he ſays 
to the Jews, 

Again, ſays Paul, He that will not work, let him 
not eat, yet exhorts aged women to teach young 
women, as other dutics, {o this to love their Chil- 
dren, which ſurely includes the giving them ne- 
ceſſary food : Now will any be fo prophane and 
irrational as to ſay, here appears the Power and 
Providence of God in making PaxPs Tongue 
and Pen to tall upon himlſclt. 

Thus Calviz and other Pedobaptifts ſay, that 
men may rightly ofter themſelves to Bap- 
tiſm 3 Confcthon of fins is required, otherwiſe 
the whole a&tion would be nothing cle but 
ſport, yet adding, an exprels, Notandum ejt de a- 
aultis bic verba fieri: and thcn elſewhere ſays, 
Thar 
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That the Covenant, and Promiſes are extended 
to the Infants of Believers, and on that ground 
they are to be baptized. 

And now Mr.Darnvers preſently conceits here's 
a wonderful Power and Providence of God in 
ſo making their Tongucs and Pens to fall upon 
themſelves z yet attempts not to ſhew wherein 
the inconliſtency b:tween what they ſay with re- 
ference to the Adult, and what they fay with 
reterence to Infants does appear. 

But it may be it will be ſaid, however others 
may be reconciled to themſclves, yet Mr. Baxter 
cannot 3 for he {peaks more ſigniticantly, he ſays 
ofthe Commitlion : It purpoſely expreſſeth the 
Diſciples ſeveral works, in their ſcveral Places 
and Orders. Their firſt task is to make Dif- 
ciples, which are by Mark called Bclievers 3. 
their ſecond work is to baptize them, whercun- 
to is annexcd the Promiſe of Salvation > the 
third work is to teach them all other things. So 
again he argues molt ſignificantly : It there can 
be no Example given in Scripture, ot any one 
that was baptized without profethion of a ſaving 
Faith, nor any Precept for ſo doing, then we 
muſt not baptize any without it : But the Ante- 
cedent is true, therefore the Conſequent : And 
he often uſeth exclutive terms 3 ſaith that Jeſus 
Chriſt hath by Scripture-precept and Example, 
directed us to baptize thoſe that profeſs true Re- 
pentance, and no other, and therefore we muſt 
baptize them and no other. 

Now ſays Mr. Danvers in his Preface, Theſe 
Aſſertions, in the apprehention ot ſuch ignorant 
Creatures as we are, fcem to bes as contrary to 

his 
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his former Writings (he means thoſe wherein he 
pleads for Infant-baptiſm ) as light is to dark- 
neſs. 'But let me only fay, that though it is poſ- 
ſible, there are ſuch ignorant Creatures in the 
world as he talks of , yet I much ſuſpect he him- 
ſe]f is not ſo ignorant as he pretends for I doubt 
not but he knows full well, that Mr. Baxter plain- 
ly enough declares, that they are only the Adult 
he ſpeaks with reference to, in all that he faith of 
this nature : and wherein any difhculty ſhould 
ly in reconciling all that he ſaith with reference 
to them, with what he ſays,with reference to In- 
fants, our Author (hews us not, neither can he ; 
for who can imagine that a man ſhould contra- 
di& himſelf, when he expreſly declares he ſpeaks 
of, or with reference to different Subjects, 
Where. is the Contradition between ſaying , 
that the Commilhon of Chriſt for preaching and 
baptizing, as it" reſpcs, and is to be executed 
with reterence to the Adult; it mult be executcd 
in this order, 

Firſt, perſons muſt be taught or made Diſci- 
ples, and then baptized : Bur as for Intants, the 
caſe is different, they have a right to the Cove- 
nant and Promilcs, as deſcending from bclicv- 
ing Parents, and onthat account are to be bapti- 
zed. Now I ſay who can rationally ſuppoſe this 
man, as thus expreſling himſelf; ſhould contra» 
dic himſelf; men muſt be very ignorant indeed, 
that need help to reconcile ſuch things as theſe, 
and from hence we may cc, how utterly uſcl cſs 
and inſignificant all that our Author hath cited 
out of the writings of the Pedobaptitt is, as to 
his cauſe, 


Fourthly, 
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Fourthly, Not a few of his Authoricies, either * 
ſpeak expreſly againſt him. or if they may ſeem 
to ſpeak any thing for, yet as much or rhore a+ 
gainſt him, whence his Cauſe ſtands condemned 
out of the mouth of his own Witneſſes : Thus at- 
cempting to prove that in the third Century, be- 
lievers baptiſm was only practiſed. Having, 
greatly abuſed (though as the Reader may 
caſily ſce, little to his own advantage ) the 
worthy Magdcburgcnſes, who expreſly ſay in 
the very page cited by himſelf, and conſequently 
(unleſs he received his Collections from another 
hand ) could not but know it, Baptizabantar au- 
tem in utroque ſexu adulti ſimul & infantes (Cent, 
3- Chap. 6. pag. 124.) he brings in Mr, Baxter 
as ſaying in his Principles of Love, pag.7. that be 
knew in the days of Tertullian, Nazianzen, and 
Auſtin, men bad liberty to be baptized, or to bring 
their Children when, and at what age they pleaſed, 

Now take his words as cited by our Author, 
yet they make more againſt him than for him;for 
it men might bring their Children, to Baptiſm 
when, and at what age they pleaſed, then they 
might bring them in thcir infancy, yea, Mox poſt- 
quam editi as Cyprian's phraſc is, though there 
was no humane Law to intorce them {ſo to do, 
So again, whereas he had brought in ſeveral coun- 
cels, and particular Authors to bear witneſs as he 
fpeaks to believers baptiſm, in oppoſition to that 
of Infants in the Fourth, Fifth, Sixth and Seventh 
Century, page 76,78. yet after (viz.) inthe 2. 
Chapter of his Second Part, he brings in fome 
of theſe very Councils, and Authors, as or- 


daining and bearing wicnels to Infant baptiſm, 
yea 
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yca, arid affirming that it was in thoſe very ages 
the practice of the Univerſal Church; and had 
been ſo time out of mind: | 
For brevity ſake, let us only take a more ex- 
a& account of thoſe two renowned Authors, viz. 
Chryſoftom, and Auſtin, both theſe he cites as wit= 
nefſes for believers Baptiſm , Pag. 76. yet ſee 
what he cites out of both theſe for Infant-Bap- 
tiſm, Chryſoſtom's words as cited by himfelf, Pag, 
121, are theſe, Infants ought to be Baptized as | 
xniverſally received by the Catholick Church, to take 
away Original Sin, {o that Infant-Baptiſm was | 
in Chryſoſftom's days, the univerſal praiice of the | 
Church. Amftin's words as cited by himſelf P ag. 2 
| 
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152, are theſe, if there be any that do enquire for 

a Divine Autbority for the Baptizing of Children, 

let them know , that what the univerſal Church | 
holds, nor was inſtituted by Councils, but always | 
retained, is moſt rightfully believed to have been 
delivered by no other than an Apoſtolical Authority 
ſo that here is a Witneſs of our Authors own | 
bringing forth, who afhrms verbis rotundis. | 

Firſt, that the univerſal Church did then hold | 
Infant-Baptiſm. 

Secondly, That it was not inſtituted by any | 
Conncil , I may add, much Jeſs then by any par- 
ticular man, | 

Thirdly, That it had been always retained, ,- 
that is, ever ſince the days of the Apoftles, 

Fourthly, That hereupon i is moſt rightful- 
ly believed to have been dehvered by no other 
than Apoftolical Authority. 

And what other Teſtimonies to the vniverſal 
practice of Infant-Baptiſm in thoſe Apes, do we 
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need; or can we deſire, than what our Authors 
own witneſſes give. 

And here let it be obſerved, that theſe two 
Authors lived in-that very Age, when be faith 
Infant Baptiſm, was inſtituted, and impoſed by 
Pope Innocent ; but whether it be in the leaſt de- 
gree probable that it was indeed ſo, let all men 
Judye : but of that more hereafter. 

It any ſhall ſay, if theſe Councils, and Fathers 
were for Believers Baptiſm, and yet praGiiſed In» 
fant Baptiſm', how ſhall they be reconciled , 
how ſhall we reconcile their DoQrine to their 
Practice? Now for that our Author himſelf hath 
brought forth two Decrees, the former of Ju- 
ſtinian, the other of Fuſtinus the Emperours,that 
will fully reconcile this ſeeming; Contradicion: 
Fuſtinian's Decree was this, as recited by our Au» 
thor Pap. 127. that Children ſhould be admitted 
#0 Baptiſm, but that thoſe that were come to their 
full growth, ſhall be taught before they be Baptized, 
See again the decree of Fuſtinus to the ſame pur- 
poſe, in the ſame Pagez whence it appears, that 
theſe Councils, and Fathers, were for the Bap- 
tizing of Believers afore unbaptized, (as we till 
are) and alſo for the Baptiſm of their infants. 
So that as our Author hath ſhewed us, how to 
underſtand the Fathers, and conſequently all o- 
ther Pedo-Baptiſts,when they ſpeak of Baptizing 
grown Perſons, or of Prerequiſites to their Bap> 
tiſm, ſo he hath rendred the ſumm of all his quo» 
tations, cither out of the Fathers, or modern 
Pcdo-Baptiſts, utterly inſignificant and uſeleſs, 
as to his purpoſe : And how his pen comes thus 


eo fall upon himſelf, and his own Cauſe, I ſhall 
defire 
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deſire him to enquire, and leave all other men 
© judge. 

Other inftances of this nature might be taken 
notice of, as when he cites Dr. Owen to prove 
that that Promiſe Gen. 17. verſ. 7. belongs only 
to the ſpirituz] ſeed of Abraham Pag, 210. the 
Door ſaith the effeual diſpenſation of the Cove- 
nant is peculiar to them only, Plainly, implying, 
that ſome grace is diſpenced to others, though 
the effeftual diſpenſation be peculiar to them, 
but let that ſuffice for the Second Conſideration 
relating to his Authorities. 

Thirdly, That which yet further is to be Con- 
ſidered,js the incredibility, and unregardablencſs 
of thoſe Teſtimonies produced by him that do 
more plainly, and expreſly favour his aſſertions, 
and they are incredible and unregardable, either 
in regard of the Authors, or the Teſtimonies 
themſelves. 

Firſt, Some are not at all to be Credited in Te- 
gard of the Authors whoſe Teſtimonies they are: 
Thus for all thoſe teſtimonies (excepting .thole 
taken out of their own writings, the uſeleſnefs 
of which we have already ſeen) cited to prove 
the Waldenſes to be oppoſers of Infant Bap- 
tm. They are either c 8 Teſtimonies of the 
Papiſts,their inveterate Enemies,or of Proteſtants 
only relating what the Papiſts charged them 
with ;' unto which Charges, themſeives gave no 
Credit : though'as to theſe laſt, our Author ſo 
ſets down their Teſtimonies, 2s that his Reader 
may believe, they are the Teſtimonies of thole 
Authors themſelves , concerning theſe Waldenſes, 


when' as they only relate the Charges the Papiſts, 
CA loaded 
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loaded them with ; thus in his Pag. 286, ſays he, 
the Magdeburgenſes, Cent. 11. Chap. 5. Pag. 240. 
tell us , that Beringarins did in tbe time of Leo the 
Ninth, about the Tear 1049. publickly maintain 
bis hereſy, which they ſet down to be denying of tran- 
ſubſiantiatien, and Baptiſm to little ones, Now an 
incautetous Reader, would think theſe Mayde- 
burgenſes themſelves, had ſet down theſe things 
to be Beringarius his hexelies, when as they only 
tell us,. what the Papiſts charged him with, the 
truth of which charge, themſelves believed not. 
So again in his Pag. 290. ſays he, ſpeaking of 
Peter Bruis, another worthy Miniſter amc ng the 
Waldenſes, whoſe Doarines and Poſitions for 
which he ſuffered, we have recorded by the 
Magdeburgenſes , and Lucas Ofiander , among 
which, we find thoſe about Baptiſm, &c. 

Here again ordinary Readers unacquainted 
with theſe Hiſtories, may thiak they ſet down 
theſe to be the Dodrines and Politions,for which 
this worthy man ſuffered, when as they only ſet 
down what the Papiſts charged him with, And 
' what Credit is to be given to the Papiſts, let all 
men judge. 

But it may be, it will be ſaid they did not on- 
ly charge them with denying of Infant-Baptiſm, 
but ſome of themat leaſt wrote largely in Contu- 
tation of theſe DoArines and Poſitions,and ſurely 
that they would never have done, unleſs they 
had certainly known them to hold and maintain 
them: To that I would only ſay; I ſuppeſe our 
Author would think himſelf, and his party hard» 
ly dealt with, if all the Tenets and Practiſcs char- 
ged upon them by ſome of their Oppoſers, and 
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in the confatation' of which, and that as their 
Tenets and PraQtiſes they have largely written, 
ſhould be believed as txye of them, Would he 
be willing that men ſhould believe that to Bap» 
tize a is the ordinary praQtice of all, yea, or 
the generality of Anabaptiſts, becauſe Mr. Baxter 
hath ſpent ſome pages, to ſhew the evil of that 
practice. 2. 

Alas, how common, yea too common is it for 
men, and thatſometimes good men too, ſudden» 
ly to take up ungrounded reports concerning the 
Opinionsand Practiſes of thoſe who diſſent trom 
them, and then apply themſelves to a zealous 
confutation of ſuch Opinions and PraQiſes, alas, 
x ſuch things may go for proof, who may not 
be proved to hold what their ſouls have abhor«» 
red, or to reje what they have zealouſly affert- 
&d, and lived in the belief and practice of, | 

Secondly, Other of his Teſtimonies deſerve 
no credit, or regard, in reſpe&.of.the Teſtimo» 
nies themſelves, thus to inftance in thoſe Tefti» 
monies produced out of Authors living fince the 
Fifth Century:, as Flifrid , Strabo, Boemins , 
Laudovicus Vives , or any other. Contemporary 
with, or conſequent unto them, to prove that 
Infant-Baptiſm was not praGiiſed iv the primitive 
times, or firſt ages of the Church, | 

W hat ever they ſay of that import, yet no ra- 
tional man can give any credit to their words, 
they producing no Authorities, offering no Rea» 
ſons upon which they grounded their aſſertions, 
Itis true, the laſt mentianed, viz, Ladovices Vi- 
ves, who faithas our Author relates his words, 
Pag, 88. and of whoſe Teſtimony great uſe is 
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made by the rnen of his perſwaſion, #bat nowe 
were Baptized of old, but thoſs that were of Age, 
who dig not only widerfand what the myſtery of the 
water 'meaut, but defired the ſame, he ſeems to 
have bottomed this Aſſertion upon a twofold: 
ground. | 

Firſt, That as he ſuppoſed they continued to' 
hy the Adult in Italy even in his days. ' © 
Secondly, His other Ground feems to have 
been the propoſal of Queſtions, (a cuſtom then in 
uſe) unto Infants at their Baptiſm; which were' 
anſwered by their Sureties for than : But now: 
that theſe Grounds are too weak to dear hisAﬀer= 
tions evident. For , 

Firſi, As for his firſt Ground, it was his mere 
miſtake, there was no ſuch praQtice of Baptizing; 
the. Adult, excluſive of Infants in Italy in, his 
days, and therefore Bellarmin citing this paſſage 
out of Ludovices Vives, leaves out this Ground, 
knowing ( himſelf being an Italian.) the falfity 
of it, as Gerard obſerves, Tom. 4. Pag. 119; 

- Secondly, For-his other Ground , It proves 
nothing,” in-as much as that cuſtom of propoſing 
Queſiions to Infants had its riſe, not fromthe 
way of procedure in primitive times towards the 
{cd of believing Parents, as grown'up,but froni 
the cuſtom of interrogating the Adiilt, convert- 
edfrom among the heathen, autevedent to their 

ifm; wherounto ſome conceive-the Apoſtle 

Petet alludes,” when Infants 'werealfo Baptized: 
So that as he had'no true Ground for/ his Aﬀerti- 
en; ſo the other,” whoſe Teſtimonies are of the 
faine import, offerno ground; for what they do 
_ we have only their barewords3 how they 
came 
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came to know what they affirm, they tell us not; 
and that they had indeed no real Ground for what 
they fay, is ſufficiently evident from what hath 
been alrcady faid,and will more fully appear here- 

Now, who can give any credit to a few ob» 
ſcure Authors, when they have only their naked 
Aſertions without any ſhew of proof, and for | 
which, it evidently appears they had no Ground. 
Now then, conſidering our Authors great un- 
faithfulneſs in reference to his Authorities, the 
apparent uſeleſne(s and infignificancy of ſo great 
a part of them, as to his purpoſe; the incredibi- 
lity and unregardableneſs of others, that ſpeak 
more home and full to his purpoſe; ſurely the 
great varicty and multiplicity of his Quotations, 
cannot much move any rational or unbyaſſed 
perſons. And hence, to add any thing more 
with reference. to them may ſeem ſuperfluous, yet 
let. me juſt mention two things more. 

- .And therefore Fourthly, Conſider, which our 
Author himſelfcalls us to-do, of how little forte 
humane Teſtimonies are, for the weakning' or 
eſtabliſhing any DoErine or PraQice in the minds | 
and Judgments of thoſe, in whom that prophecy 
takes place, they ſhall wait for the Law «t his (id 
eft ) Chriſts Mouth. $i quid dicitur abſque ſcriptu- 
ra claudicat auditorum cogitatio faith Chryſoſtom, 
and that of Auſtin is known, alios ita legs, ut 
quantalibet ſantiitate, dofirinaque prepolliant, non 
adeo verum putem quia ipſi ita ſenſerunt, ſed quia 
mibi vel per illos Anthores canonicos, vel probabili 
ratione quod & veritate non abhorreant perſuadere po» 
txerunt, And ſurely to note it by the way, nei- 
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ther of theſe would take up Infant-Baptiſm mere 
ly as a tradition : It is Divine Authority that can 
only eſtabliſh the minds of ſincere Chriſtians 3 the 
Judgment ofthis or that man is of no greatweight 
to thoſe who have choſen Cry, as their teach» 
er, and Governour, as well as their Pricſt toſave 
them. It is true, in matters of Fa&, credible 
witneſſes are to be regarded, and in doubtful ca- 
ſes, it gives no little eaſe to the mind, to be cre- 
dibly informed in the practice of the Church 
throughout all Ages paſt, | 
Laſtly, Let it be conſidered, that would we 
appeal to, and put the deciſion of the prefent con- 
troverſie into the hands of humane Authors,how 
infallibly it would be determined on qur ſide; for 
this I dare appeal to Mr. Daxvers himſelf, at leaſt 
to his book. But topaſs from this, from what 
hath been ſaid, It evidently appears.to how little 
purpoſe our Author hath beftowed ſo great pains; 
and that at Jaſt, as he and all that expe ſatisfa» 
ion in and about the practice Controverted, 
muſt, ſo we freely do appeal from Humane to Di- 
vine Teſtimonies -. And anſwerably, I ſhall pro» 
ceed to the examination of what he hath ſaid from 
Scripture in confirmation of the one, and the + 
ther of his Aſcrtions. us [f.1 


CHAP, 
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Wherein his Six Particulars, to prove that 
the Baptiſm of Believers is only Chriſts 
Ordinance of Baptiſm , are examined 

- their Weakneſs and Vanity fully diſco- 


vered, 


T He Firſt is this, (viz. ) That the Baptizing of 
Believers, is only to be efteemed Chrifts Ordi- 
uance of Baptiſm, this he attempts to prove. 

1. From Chrilts poſitive inſtitution and Come» 
miflion commanding of itzand having recited the 
words of the Commithon,he concludes, Here we 
have this plain order of Chriſt laid down, 

I. That men (bould be taught the dofirine of 
Faith, 

oo That being ſo taught they ſhould be bap- 
ized, 

3. That they ſhould in his School oy Church, 
whereof they are then made members, be inſirud- 
ed in every thing elſe they ought to learn, 

With reference unto which , | may ſay in 
Jobs words to his friend Bildad : How baſ# 
thou helped him that has no power > How ſaveſt 
thou the arm that bath no ſtrength ? Job 26. 2. 
Can oxr Author think that the bare recital of a 
Text of Scripture , that hath been anſwered 
over and over, again and again with a crude, 
where we have this plain order of Chrift laid down, 
can ſatisfie an impartial enquizipg mind, that 
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Baptiſm muſt neceſſarily , and that univerſally 
be adminiſtred exactly according to this order 
here laid down ? Surely it concerns thoſe that 
will plead the Cauſe of Believers Baptiſm, in 
oppoſition to that of Infants, both to ſhew the 
inſufficiency of thoſe anſwers given, and alſo 
evince the neceſſary excluſion of Infants from 
Baptiſm by this Commitſhon , as expreſt and 
laid down in the order inſiſted upon. May 
ſuch inſipid repetitions, and crude aſſertions de- 
termine Controverſies 3 thoſe whoſe lot it is 
to ſpeak laſt, will infallibly carry the Cauſe, 
and have the Truth determined on their fide: 
whence I might fairly diſmiſs this his firſt par- 
ticular , with only this reply : *Tis fully an- 
fwered alrcady. But though 1 have largely 
ſpoken to the arguings of our opponents from 
hn Bo this Commiſſion elſewhere 3 yet 
from heaven pag, becauſe they infiſt fo much upon 
288. pag-299. jt , and fſcem to think that the 
bare recital of it is ſufficient to eſtabliſh their 
praQice 3 I ſhall conſider it a little further, and 
lay down a threefold concluſion with reference 
to It. | 

1, That this Commiſſion (Infiitution, it is 
not) taken abſtracly in it {elt : does not neceſ- 
frily exclude Infants from Baptiſm : And if 
it. do not neceſſarily exc}ude them, they may be 
Baptized ( ſuppoſing their Baptiſm elfewhere 
in Scripture warranted) notwithftanding our 
Lord'Chrift has expreſt himfelt as he has dones 
and that this Commiſhon does not neceſſarily 
exclude Infants trom Baptiſm is ſufficiently e- 


vident theſe two ways. 
1, From 
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., 
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5. From the general acknowledgement of our 
oppoſers themſelves they Univerſally,tor ought 
I have yet underfiaod from any of them, pro- 
fels that in cafe Infant-Baptiſm could be clear- 
ly -proved from any other place of Scripture , 
they would readily own, and practice it : which 
would be abfurd, in caſe this Commiſſion did 
necefſarily limit Baptiſm to Believers : For 
that would be to ſuppoſe that the Scriptures 
might warrant a practice in- contradiction ' to 
themſelves. And how vain is the bare recital 
of a Scripture , which themſelves grant does 
not neceffarily prove, what -it is produced for 
the proof of. os 

' 2. This is evident, becauſe as here is no cx- 
preſs menticn of Infants z So no Word, Phraſe 
or Clauſe, that can be rationally interpreted, as 
neceſſarily excluding them. 1 know it will be 
faid, That owr Lord Chrift noz mentioning of them, 
together with the order expreft, for the adminiſtra 
#i0n of baptiſm , is ſufficient ground to conclude 
that they were excluded. But to that, I anſwer, 
That that is no ſufficient ground to conclude 
they are excluded, will undeniably appear from 
adquble conſideration. 

''2, That it is pofhble Chriſt may have given 
this Commiſſion, only with reference to the a- 
dult, and may have ſufficiently declared his 
will concerving the Baptiſm of 'Infants, in 0- 
ther parts of his word: which ſuppoſe we ſhould 
afhirm.he has; As our oppoſers would have the ore 
dev pleaded for, exactly obſcrved'by us;ſo no pre- 
judice would arifeto ourCauſe thereby,ſeeing our 
only enquiry then muſt be, whether Chriſt has 
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in any part of his word warranted the Baptiſm 
of Infants. For I ſuppoſe no man will deny that 
Chriſt may declare his mind, as to the admini- 
ſtration of Baptiſm, to ſome in one part of his 
word; and his Mind and Will as to its admini- 
tration unto. others in another, Whence it is 
undeniable, that Infants are not neceſſarily ex* 
cluded from Baptiſm by this Commiſſion. Su 
poſe they are not included in it yet its oc 
ble to evince their excluſion by it, ſeeing it is poſ- 
fble it may whollyreſpe& Subjeds of a different 
ies, But 

' 2, That our Lord Chriſt might not, as it is 
certain he did not intend this Commitſon, as 
fully and abſolutely direRive of his Apoſtles and 
Miniſters in the Adminiſtration of theſe Ordinane 
ces of Preaching and Baptizing, unto the admi- 
niſtration of which they are in the general com- 
miſfioned and appointed: *Tisno way neceflary 3 
(neither can I think our oppoſers will dare to af- 
firm that it is. ) that our Lord Chriſt ſhould ex- 
preſly declare his whole mind in any part of his 
word, no not in the Commilhon it ſelf, for the 
adminiſtration of them: Concerning the admi- 
niſtration of any of his Ordinances, he may give 
outa more general Commiſhon warranting their 
Adminiſtration: and yet further Directions ele- 
where, relating both to the adminiſtrators, man- 
ner of Adminiſtration, and Subje&s to whom 
they are to be Adminiſtred, And hence it will 
undeniably follow, though Infants are not ex» 
preſly mentioned'in this. Commiſhon, yet they 
may be included and compeoroded in it, Be- 
£quſe though the Will of Chriſt cancerning them, 

16 
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is not plainly here declared, yet it may be found 
among the various further directions he has elſe- 
where given, relating to the adminiſtration of 
thoſe two Ordinances, of Preaching, and Bap- 
tizing : And that our Lord Chriſt never intended 
this Commiſſion, as fully direQive of the Apo- 
ſiles and Miniſters of the Goſpel in the execution 
of it, is fully evident from the indeterminableneſs 
of all queſtions and caſes relating to the right ad- 
miniſtration of the fore-mentioned Ordinances 
by the Commiſſion it ſelf, I ſhall inftance in 
theſe Five or Six, 

i. How the Nations were to be Diſcipled, 
whether only by teaching them, or by Baptizing 
them ? Some have thought (whoſe Judgment yet 
I approve not( that Baptiſm is appointed as the 
means by which the Nations ſhould be Diſcipled. 
or made Diſciples and plenty of inſtances may 
be brought toſhew that the participle is frequent- 
ly uſed todenote the means by which any end is 
accompliſhed, and why it may not be ſo uſed 
here, our Oppoſers will be hard put to it to &e 
vince from the Commithon it ſelf. | 

2. Who among the Nations or among thoſe 
to whom the Goſpel is preached, ought to be 
accounted Diſciples, and as ſuch the proper ſub» 

jeas of Baptiſm ? We know what a conteſt has 
been among ſome, what that Faith or Embmace- 
ment of the Goſpel is that qualifies men for Bap- 
tiſm, neither is it poſſible for our oppoſers to 
rac that queſtion from the commillion it 
clf. | 

3- Whether the Nations were to be Baptized 
as diſcipled, or as men.? Neitherdocs this que- 

ſiion 
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ſion adnit of an eaſie deciſion from the commil- 
fion it ſelf, cthongh from other Scriptures it does) 
_ ſeeing that Pronoun, thern, does evidently refer 
fo. Nations as its proper antecedent, whether we 
5, .. tranſlate pe SyTdCere, teach of make 
8-1 *7"* diſciples as has been elſewhere proved. 
4. After what manner Baptiſm ought to be 
adminiſtred, whether by dipping, or by pouring, 
or ſprinkling water upon the face or body of the 
Party Baptized : That Baptiſm be adminiſtred 
after a right manner, or Anthoy looks upon as 
cſſential to that Ordinance, and conſequently 
thata defe@ therein nullihes it, and makes it no 
Ordinance of Chriſt; yet that the word uſed in 
the Commithon does not determine what the 
manner ſhould be, is certain paſt all rational ex+ 
ception. Ovwyr Anthor muſt unavoidably take the 
alhfſtance of other Scriptures, for the determin= 
ing that controverſie, and yct muſt leave it in 
medio when he has done. 
- 5, Whether only Males, or both Males and 
Females ſhould be Baptized is not expreſt in,nei- 
ther is it determinable from the Commiſhon it 
ſelf, &vrss5 tranſlated them being of the maſcu» 
line yo may ſcem to reſtrain Baptiſm, only 
to Males, and is as clear a ground, for excluding 
Females, as the order laid down by Chriſt is for 
the excluding of Infants. | 
6,” Whether Adult Perſons only upon their 
Diſcipleſhip, or they and their Infant fied with 
them, arethe proper Subjects of Baptiſmz and 
{ccing that we muſt of necethity have recourſe to 
other revelations that our Lord Chriſt has made 


Of his Will, relatingto theſe two Ordinancys of 
| Preaching; 
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Preaching, and Baptizing, for the determining 
the Five | nao queſtions or caſes. Let owr Ate 
thor, or any other (hew any {olid reaſon, why 
we may not do the ſame for the determining this 
laſt , which I ſhall expe&t ad Greces calendas. 
From what hath been faid, it undenyably ap- 
pears that this Commiſhon, as abſtractly taken 
in it ſelf, is not a full and compleat diretion for 
the right diſcharge of thoſe duties, it doth more 
generally authorize and require the performance 
of. Whence will follow, as ſbining with a noon- 
like light , the truth of this firſt concluſion, 
That the Commitſhon does not exclude, but. on 
the other hand may include the Baptiſm of In» 
fants, though they are not mentioned in it, yet 
the Will of our Lord Chriſt concerning them 
may be, as we affirm it is, ſufficiently declared 
in thoſe other rules and direGions, relating to 
the due diſcharge of it. And this Firſt Conclu- 
ſion (the truth of which appearing with ſo much 
clearneſs of evidence) does fo fully anſwer and 
obviate all arguments and objeQions pleadable 
from this Commithon, againſt the practice we 
contend for, that I might well diſmiſs this firſt 
Argument without any further reply. But if any 
ſhall yet ſay ſurely if it had been the Will of our 
Lord Chriſt, that Infants (ſhould have been Bap- 
tized, he would have plainly declared it. 

Anſw, To that 1 anſwer, that it was vaſtly 
more neceſſary, - that ſeeing it was his Will that 
Females as well as Males ſhould be Baptized, he 
ſhould have plainly expreſſed that ; and yet we 
{ce he hath not done it. Yca,let me ſay, of which 
more hereafter, that in caſe it had been the wil! 

of 
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of our Lord Chriſt, that Infants ſhould not be * 
Baptized, it had-been mnch tnore neceſſary that 
he ſhould have plainly declared that; thanyit being 
his Will they ſhould be Baptized, it was neceſſary 
he ſhould plainly declare that : So that there is 
no reaſon why it ſhould ſeem ſtrange to any that ©. 
upon ſuppoſition of its being the Wall of Chrift, .. ||... 
that Infants ſhould be Baptized, yet he hath not 
plainly expreſt it in the Commiſſion. We ſee. 
there are gther things that it is as neceſſary, yea, 
and more neceſſary, that they ſhould have been *+#}] 
plainly expreſt, and yet they are not 3 yea, the *,|L- 
very not mentioning Infants, does firongly tm- , | 
ply his Will that they ſhould be Baptized, in as «<.|»s 
much as had it been his Will that they ſhould * |J. 
not be Baptized, it had been vaſtly more neceſſa- 
he ſhould have clearly expreſt it, than it being 
his will they ſhould, - he ſhould plainly expreſs x 
that. But for the further fatisifyiug of this {cru» 
ple, Ifhall lay down a Second Coucluſion. 

2, That our Lord Chriſt having cl{c-where ſo 
fully reveiled his will concerning the Infant-(ced 
of his people, both as to their intereſt in the Co- 
venant, and right to the ſeal and token thereof; 
the Commiſhon though not expreſly mentioning 
them, yet does Re_ warrant and authorize 
the Miniſters of the Goſpel to Baptize them, -as 
well as the Adult upon their profeſſion of Faith. 

For the clearing up and illuſtration of this, let 
either of theſe two ſuppoſitions be put. 

I» That God had ſent his Prophets or any of 
them, having the fixſtTeſtament adminiſtration,to 
preach the Goſpel, as then reveiled unto the hea» 
thens or any Nation among them in order unto 


the 
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the uniting of them to, or incoxporatiori of theni 
in the Jewiſh Church: Or, _ 


—_— 


2. That he had continued Circutncifion uns - 


der the Goſpel Adminiſtration, either of which 


. things he might have done, had it ſo pleaſed him. 


Now I would ask any rational man,whether this 
very Cormmitſlion, only ſubſtituting Circumcili- 
on in the room of Baptiſm, had not ſuthciently 
warranted the Circumciſion of Infants as well as 
grown perſons, though they had' not been ex- 


* preſly mentioned ? had it not been enough to 
| have (aid,Go Teach or Diſciple all Nations, and 


Jet them be circumciſed to the Lord ? would any 
in cither of theſe caſcs have ſcrupled whether In- 
fants ſhould have been circumciſed upon that 
ground, that their Circumcition was not expreſ- 
ly mentioned ? Surely no ſcruple in cither of 
theſe caſes would have ever entred into the hearts 
of men: And why any fcruple ſhould now arife 
ſeeing the Covenant is one and the ſame, only 
there is a ſubſtitution of Baptiſm in the room of 
Circumcition,as the ſign or token of it,no ſatisfa- 
Etory account can be given. But yet to make 
things more plain let me put this one ſuppoſition 

more... : PIT Ds 
Suppoſe our Lord Chrift had in mote words 
exprelt himſelf in this Commithon thus, Go teach 
or diſciple all Nations baptizing them, for the Co- 
venant with the promiſes thereof, ſhall now be ex- 
tended to, and eſtabliſhed with both the Jews and 
Gentiles and their bouſholds, in ſpecial their Chil- 
dren, as it hath hitherto been to and with the Jews 
in ſpecial : Had he thus expreſt himſelf, he had 
not come much ſhort of mentioningInfants: Why, 
D let 
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let but Scriptures be compared together, and it 
is tantamount, it is all one as if he had ſo expreft 
himſelf. Says Peter to thoſe awakened Jews, 
Repent and be Baptized, for the promiſe is to you 
and your children; Says Paulto a Gentile, Believe 
in the Lord Jeſus, and thou ſhalt be ſaved and thy 
houſe. Now lay the words of theſe two 'Apo- 
ſles together, and ſuppoſe them ſpoken by either 
of them, at one and the ſame time, and that both 
to Jews and Gentiles, alike awakened to a ſenſe 
of their ſin and miſery 3 and it had been all one as 
if he ſhould bave ſaid, Repent and believe, and 
thereby become the diſciples of Chriſt, and be bapti- 
zed, for then the promiſe of Salvation is to you, 
that is, it does appertain to you and to your chil» 
dren and bouſholds, And theſe words,as thus ſpos 
ken, muſt needs be fpoken by vertue and in pur- 
ſuance of the Commiſſon they had received from 
Chriſt, and conſequently they muſi needs have 
warrant from the Commiſhon thus to' fpeak. 
From whence it undeniably follows , that fo 
much js virtually inc}uded in the Commithon : 
And it is all one as if Chriſt had expreſt himſelf 
in the Commiſhon, in the very words or to the 
ſence afore deelared. And what attempts our 
oppoſers make to obſcure the evidence that theſe 
Scriptures taken ſingly and ſeverally give to the 
practice of Infant-baptiſm 3 the ſame they might 
as rationally have made, in caſe our Lord Chrift 
had ſo expreſt himſelf in the Commiſhon : Let 
truth appear never fo plainly ſome will cavil a= 
gainſt it. But poſhbly ſome will yet ſay, If In- 
fants ſhould be Baptized, then the Order of Chriſt 
is croſſed, ; 
Anſw. 
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Anſw. To this T ſhall ſay only in the general, 
that Chriſts order cannot be crofſed by the obſere * 
vation of thoſe rules and directions himſelf has 
given for the guidance of his Ambaſſadors, in 
the diſcharge of that duty required in this Com- 
miſſion 3. as the Baptiſm of Women no way ops 
poſes the mind of Chriſt, he having elſewhere 
piven direction for their Baptiſm, though this 
Commithon,according to the letter, only reſpedts 
mens ſo the Baptiſm of Infants no way croſlcs 
Chriſts order, he having elſewhere declared his 
Will that they ſhould be Baptized, though accor- 


| . ding to the letter the Commiffion might ſeem 


only to reſpe& the Adult. But that I may give 
more full ſatisfaQion to this objection, I ſhall lay 
down a third Concluſion, 

Concluſ. 3, That notwithſtanding it is the will 
of Chriſt that Infants ſhould be Baptized, yet it 
was very 05s on necefſary,that he ſhould ex» 
preſs this Commithon in and according to the or- 
der he hath done. For Ict but three things be 
conſidered. | 
 t. What was the ſtate and condition of the 
Nations to whom the Apoſtles were now ſent ; 
they were in a ftate of darkneſs and ignorance; 
wholly eſtranged from God and his ways.Hence 
the preaching of the Goſpel antecedently to the 
. adminiſtration of Baptiſm was abſolutely neceſ- 
ſary : The Parents muſt be diſciplcd betore Bap- 
tiſm could be regularly adminiltred , cither to 
themfelves or to their Children, Re ns 

2. Conlider the gradual procedure the Goſpel 
ſhould, and anſwerably has made in (ubduing the 
Nations uhto Chriſt ; there alwavs has been and 
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ſtil] is ſome Nations to be diſcipled and brought 
home to Chriſt,and all attempts to diſciple them 
and bring them unto Chriſt , muſt be by firſt 
preaching the Goſpel to them: The diſcipleſhip 
of Parents, ſtill preparing the way to their own 
and their Childrens Baptiſm. Hence this Come» 
mithon as expreſt according to this order was ne» 
ceſſary, not only for the Apoliles who were to be+ 
gin the work of diſcipling the Nations, but for 


+ all Miniſters in ſucceeding ages, as they ſhould 


be called out to perfect that work. | 

3- Conſider,that when Nations are difcipled, 
yet the preaching of the Goſpel has a precedency 
to the adminiſtration of Baptiſinz the ſeed of be» 
lievers Baptized in their Infancy, mult be taught 
and thercby brought to a fincere cmbxacement 
and performance of the conditions of the Cove- 
nant, into which as the feed of ſuch Parents they 
were afore received in order to their conveying 
unto their Children a right to the Covenant, and 
Baptiſm as the ſeal and token thereof, Now 
then let but theſe three Conclulions be laid to- 
gether, and I ſhall frcely appeal to all rational 
men,whether this Commiſhon can with any ſhew 
of reaſon be interpreted as reſtraining Baptiſm to 
Bclievers only, to the excluſion of their Infant-- 
feed, We ſee the Commilhon does not ncceſſa- 
rily exclude Infants 3 it does ſufficiently warrant 
their Baptiſm,though they are not expreſly men- 
tioned and it was neceſſary, though the Will of 
Chriſt be that they (ſhould be Baptized, yct that 
he ſhould expreſs the Commillion according to 
the order he has done, But to proceed. 

2. Our Autbor argues from the Apoſiles do- 
Ctrine: And 3.To 
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3. To joyn theſe two arguments together. 
from the Exampſe and Practice of the Primitive 
Saints, the ſum of both which arguments a- 
mounts to thus much: 

If the Apoſtles in their DoQtrine did teachzthat 
believers ſhould be Baptized, and there is no in- 
ſtance to be found of any other teaching z and in 
conformity to this Doctrine, many Bchevers are 
recorded to be baptizcd, and no inltance of any 
Infants 3 then believers Baptiſm is only Chriſts 
Ordinance of Baptiſm: But the antecedent is true, 
therefore the conſequent. 

Anſw. To which L would only fay four things. 

1. That thcApoſiles did in their doCtrine teach 
that the promiſe of ſalvation did belong,and con- 
ſcquently that the Covenant of Grace, in which 
that promiſe is conteined, is {till extended to the 
Houſes or Families of believers,and that as ſuch. 

2, That they did exhort perſons to be Bapti- 
zcd upon that account, that the promiſe did be» 
long to them: And it ſome ought to be Bapti» 
zed upon the account of their interelt in the proe 
miſe, then all that have a like intereſt in the 
promiſe may be Baptized upon the account of 
that their intereſt, Theſe two things have been 
ſufficiently proved elſe-where, And jgrepapticn 
hence, though the Apoſiles did not from Heaven 
in expreſs terms teach Infant-bap- xr cd _ 
tiſm, yet their Doctrine does necel- pag. 262. to 
frily imply it. as 

3 That thcy did Baptize whole hauſholds, 
end that ſometimes ſuch in which we read not of 
any converted fave only the Heads or Chief Go- 
. yernours, which, eſpecially conſidering the two 
D 3 : ..— your 
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foregoing particulars, makes it vaſtly more pro- 
bable, that they did baptize ſome Infants, than 
the ſilence of the Scriptures,as to particular inftan» 
ces of Infants being baptizcd, that they did not 
baptize them. When the Apoſtles ſhall poſitive- 
ly affert that the promiſes of the Covenant do 
belony to the houſes of Believers, and that as 
ſuch z and then in their dodrine lay intereſt in 
the promiſe as a ſufficient ground for the applica- 
tion of Baptiſm 3 and now ſhall baptize ſeveral 
houſholds.in ſome of which there is no intimati- 
on that any were Belicvers, fave only the Heads 
. orchief of them. Surely here is a vaſtly more 
probable gfound to conclude, that as in their do» 
arinethey did teach, fo they did practice Infant- 
baptiſm, than the Scriptures barcly not record- 
ing the Baptiſm of any Infants, is to conclude 
thatthey did not. Why may not theScriptures not 
mentioning the faith of the houſhold, be as ſtrong 
an argument to prove that ſome in ſuch houſholds 
had not a perſonal Faith, as their novmentioning 
the Baptiſm of Infants is to prove that no Infants 
were baptized. But to paſs that | 

4+ That the Scriptures not recording that the 
Apoſtles did preach or practice Intant-Baptiſm, 
1s no argument to prove that they did not both 
preach and pracife it : Could ourAuthor have 
produced any one Scripture wherein the Apoſtles 
in their dodrine did exclude Tntants from Bap- 
tiſm, or in their practice did rcfuſe to Baptize 
them,he had ſaid ſomewhat to his purpoſezandtill 
that can be done, the multiplication of Scriptures, 
which alone concern the Baptiſm of believers, 
fgnifie juſt nothing; inaſmuch as they mga 
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teach and adminiſter Baptiſm, as is declared in 
thoſe Scriptures,and yet teach the doctrine of,and 
praciſe Infant-baptiſm alſo, | 

4. Our Anthor further argues from the (piritu- 
al ends and uſes of Baptiſm : And thus he ſeems 
to argue, If believers are only capable of the 
Spiritual ends, and uſes of Baptiſm, then they 
are the only proper Subject of Baptiſm ; but 
the Antecedent is true, therefore ſo is the Con- 
ſequent. 

Anſw. Would he have concluded any thing 
to his purpoſe by this argument , he ſhould have 
proved at leaſt one of theſe two things. 

1. That Infants are not capable of any of 
thoſe ends with reference unto which Baptiſm 
is appointed Or : elſc, 

2. That none ought to be baptized, unleſs 
capable of all the end and uſes for which Bap» 
tilm is appointed : but neither of theſe things 
does he or can he rationaly affirm 3 and hence 
this argument fignitics as little as any of his 
former, I ſhall therefore wave the particular 
Conſideration of thoſe ſeveral ends aud uſes of 
Baptiſm mentioned by him, and only in bricf 
prove theſe two things. Only remember that at 
preſent my work is not to prove Infant-bap- 
tiſm , only to ſhew the inſufficiency and weak» 
neſs of this argument, taken from the uſes and 
ends of Baptiſm , to prove that none ought to 
be Baptized but gnly believers. 

I. That infants are capable of ſome of the 
uſes and ends with reference unto which Bap- 
tiſm, is appointed. The truth of this will ap- 
peare above any rational doubt, by the bare men- 

D 4 tioning 
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tioning ſome of the uſes and ends, of that Ordi- 
nance. Take only theſe two. \ 

1. Toſeal confirm and ratify the Covenant 
with the Promiſes thereof , unto thoſe with. 
whom it is eſtabliſhed : And. | 

2, Togive thoſe a ſolemn admiſhon into 
the viſible Church , who have an antecedent 
xight thereunto :; chat theſe are two of the grand 
ends and uſes of Baptiſm has been elſewhere 
proved, and is granted by our Author himſelf. 
Now that infants axe capable of both theſe ends 
and uſes of Baptiſm is paſt all rational doubt. 
If God has extended his Covenant to them, why 
may he not ſeal, confirm and ratify it unto 
them by an outward (i gn and token ? if it be 
his will they ſhould have a place in his Church 
or Family, why may they not be ſolemnly ad- 
mitted thereunto by Baptiſm 3 But not to 
ſpead'time in the proofe of that which no bo- 
dy will or can deny. Therefore. 

' 2. ThatInfants may be baptized, as capable 
of ſore, though it ſhould be granted that they 
are incapable | of other, of the ends and uſes of 
Baptiſm. this is ſecured, both by the acknow- 
ledgment of our oppoſers themſelves and it's own 
tight and evidence from any oppoſition , eſpe- 
cially from thern, Our Authour afirms ( how 
truely may be ſeen after ) That Circumciſion 
was applyed to Abrabam for ſuch uſes and ends 
of which none of his ſeed were capable , 6 
both Mr. Tombes and himſelf ( with what 
confiſtency with his ' own Principles ipſc 
viderit1 ) acknowledge that Circuincition did 
xepreſent and fignity Heart- cixcumcifion, which 
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ic could no more do to Infants, then Bap- 

tiſm can Regeneration , yct that hindred not 

its application pnto them: And it Circumcilion, 

the former token of the Covenant might be 
applied to Infants as capable of ſome, though 
incapable of other ends and uſes, with reference 

unto which it was appointed , why it may not 

beſo with Baptiſm no rat iona] account can be 

given: yea, though we ſet afide thcir reſpe- 

&ive reference to the Covenant as the Signs 

and Tokens thereof; if one Ordinance may be 
appointed for, and applyed to ſeveral Subjeas 

with reference to ſeveral cnds and uſes, ſome 

; of whichall the Subjects arc capable of, others 

ſ only ſome of them, why may it not be ſo with 
any other Ordinance ? But turtherz That our 

Lord Chriſt may appoint the application of 

| Baptiſm to Infants, as capable of ſome of the 
| ends and uſes of it, though it ſhould be granted 
they are not capable of others , is undeniable 

from the ſole conſideration of his ſovereign 

| Lordſhip over his owne houſe : It's true, could 
it be Proved that they are ſimply and abſolutely 
incapable , of any of the ends and uſes of Bap» 
tiſm , it were rational to conclude our Lord 
Chriſt had not appointed its application to 
them : But to grant that Infants are capable of 
ſome, yea the main and Principal Ends and 
ufcs of Baptiſm, and yet to argue againſt their 
Baptiſm meerly from their incapability of o» 
ther ends and uſes of it; as it isa wild way of 
arguing , ſo it nota little refle&s upon the 
ſoverign Power and Authority of him from 
whoſe mouth it is the duty of all mortals #0 
wait 
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wait for the Law. Will he appoint Baptiſm to be 
applied to them for ſnch ends as. they are cap» 
pable of, though they ſhould be incapable of 0- 
thers , who may ſay unto him , what doeſt thoy ? 

5. The difference between the New and Old 
Teſtament-difpenſation is urged as another Ars 
gument to prove that the Baptiſm of Beleivers 
is only Chriſts Ordinance of Baptiſm. And there 
is a two-fold difference afigned by our Author 
between the Old and New Teftament-diſpen- 
ations. The firſt reſpes the Subjects, or Per- 
ſons of whom the Church under the firſk Teſta» 
ment was,and under the New is conſtituted and 
made up : Under the firſt Teſtament they were, 
faies he, the fleſhly ſeed of Abraham , whom he 
conceives might, and that as ſuch without a 
perſonal work of Regeneration be admitted 
into, and continued then in the Church. Hence 
that Church was only a Carxal Church , as he 
ſpeaks, pag. 221. But now the Subjects, or 
Perſons of which the Church under the New 
Teſtament is and ought to be conſtituted and 
made up, are and ought to be profeſied Beleivers , 
and conſequently vitibly the Spiritual Seed of 
Abraham, 

2. The other Difference he aſſigns between 
theſe two Diſpenſations reſpe&s theWorſhip,then 
.and now to be tendred up unto God; Then he 
conccives the Worſhip both in reſpect of the Mat- 
ter of it,'and Meancs or outward Ordinances , in 
and by which it was to be performed, was ſutable 
to the nature of the Church 3 as the Church was 
a Carnal Church, ſo the Worſhip was exter- 
nal, performed in and by carnal Ordinance : P bey 

| | then, 
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then , fays he, had a Worldly Sanfluary , Carnal 
Ordinances, a temporal Prieſthood, and a multitude 
of Ceremonies : but now under the New Teſtg- 
ment, itis, ſays he, otherwiſe , #ow the Worſhip 
is ſpiritual and the Ordinances are ſpiritual; 
dis worſhip mit be offered up to God by an un- 
changeable Prieſthood. And hence he conceives, 
that however Infants might be admitted into the 
Church under the Old Teſtament, yet now they 
ought not ; Now *tis moſt meet and ſutable,that 
only a ſpiritual Secd ſhould attend the ſpiritual 
Worſhip, and ſpiritual Ordinances. 

 Anſw, As torthis Change made in the new 
Teſtament-difpenſation, whereby it differs from 
the Old, as it reſpeds the worthip to be pertor- 
med, whether in regard of the matter of it, or 
the Ordinances in and by which it is to be;pertor- 
med , how cither Infants or their Baptiſm ſhould 
beconcerncd in it, is impoſſible to imagine 3 they 
are as capable to the full of holding Communien 
with the Church now in ſpiritual Ordinances, 
and to offer up a ſpiritual worſhip by an unchang- 
able Prieſthood, as they were to hold communi- 
on with that carnal Church,as our Author calls ity 
or to partake of thoſe carnal Ordinances, or to 
worſhip God by that temporary Pricfthood : 
That is, they neither were nor are capable of the 
one nox the other : And then how their Baptiſm 
or Church-memberſhip, ſhould be any way cons 
cerned in this.change, our Author neither does nor 
can ſhew ; neither can I well think that himſclt 
did think theſe things would fignitie any thing to 
any rational man : But theſe terms and phraſes 
ot worldly Sanuary, carnal Ordinances, &c. 


might 
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might excite paſſions in perſons of weaker Judg- 
ments, and thereby his Cauſe might be ſomewhat 
promoted among ſuch. And therefore that which 
we are here alone concerned ia, is this change 
in the New Teſtament diſpenſation, whereby it 
differs from that under the Old Teſtament, as it 
reſpeRs the ſubjefs or perſons of which the 
Church then and now was and is to be conſtitu» 
ted and made up of, And this we abſolutely de- 
ny, that the New Teſtament diſpe:fation does ſo 
differ as is here ſuppoſed from the Old : We ab- 
ſolutely deny that fleſhly diſcent from Abraham 
was a ſufficient ground for the admitting or con» 
tinuing any in the Church under the Old Teſta- 
ment beyond his Children, immediately deſcend» 
. Ing from his own loins: But the Church was 
then as now to be conſtituted, or to conliſt only 
of Abrabam?s ſpiritual or myſtical ſeed incluſive 
of their Infants; and conſequently that Church 
was a ſpiritual Church or Corporation as the 
Goſpel Church is. We grant that a greater mea» 
ſure of the ſpirit, is granted to the Church, un- 
der the New Teſtament, than was under the 
Old; and anſ{werably the true and ſincere mem- 
bers have, or at leaſt may have, ſpiritual life i: 
more abrndance, as our Lord Chriſt ſpeaks, than 
the members of the Church ordinarily then had. 
But as then there were ſome hypocrites, ſo there 
is ſtil] : So as now the Church according to divine 
appointment, ought to conſiſt of viſible Believe 
ers, amcng whom ſome are ſincere, fo it was 
then. In a word, as there was a mixture of 
Wheat and Chaff in the floor of Chriſt then, ſo there 
is ſtil]; But the Church then, might and ought 
to 
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tO be denominated a ſpiritual Church or Houſe 
aSit may and ought tobe now. So that the New 
Teſtament diſpenſation, differs not at all from 
the Old; in regard of the matter or ſubjects the 
Church is conſtituted or made up of 3 they were 
then the ſpiritual ſeed of Abraham,including their 
Infants,and ſo they are ſtill. This ſhall be further 
manifeſt when I come to the reſolution of that 
queſtion, Whether Circumciſion was adminiſtred 
to Believers as Bclievers,and to their {ecd as ſuch? 
But yet let me here offer theſe two Arguments 
to prove that the New Teſtament diſpenſation, 
does not ſo differ, in re{pe& of the matter or ſub» 
zeasof the Church, from the Old, as is pretended. 
1. If the ſame attributes may be,and are by the 
Holy Ghoſt himſelf, given to the Church, un- 
der the Old Teſtament, that may be and are gi*+ 
ven to the Church under the New, theri the New 
Teſtament diſpenſation, as it reſpe&s the matter 
or ſubjects of the Church, does not ſo differ as 
is pretended from the Old : But the antecedent 
is true, therefore the conſequent. | 
That the antecedent is true- (v:z.) that the 
ſame attributes , may be and are by the Holy 
Ghoſt himſelf given to the Church under the 
Old Teſtament, that may be and are given to the 
Church under the New,is undenyable, by compa- 
ring Exod. 19.5,6. with 1 Pet.2.9,As the Church 
now 1s a peculiar people unto God;ſo it was then: As 
it is now a royal Prieſthood; ſo it was then: As it is 
now an boly Nation; fo it was then. 
And from the Holy Ghoſts thus giving the 
ame attributes to the Church then ; that are gi= 
ven to the Church now, it will undenyably fol 


low, 
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low, that there is no ſuch change made in the 
New Teſtaimnent diſpenſation as is pretended. 
Can that Church be denominated a carnalChurch 
any more than the Goſpel-Church may, when it 
was' a peculiar people, a royal Ptieſthood, a boly 

Nation, as well as the Church now is. But 
2. If the Church under the hrſt Teſtament 
was the myliical Body of Chriſt into which Be- 
lievers under the New Teſtament are incorpora- 
ted,and as ſo incorporated make up ard continue 
the ſame myſtical Body of Chriſti in the world 3 
then the New Teſtament diſpenſation, as it re- 
ſpecs the matter or fubjedts of the Church, does 
notdiffer as is pretended from the old:But the ſors 
mer is true, therefore the Jatter : The antecedent 
is undenyable from that Epbeſ. 3.6. from whence 
the concluſion will. neceſſarily tollow. But of 
this more hereafter. -From what has been ſaid, we 
evidently ſee, there is no ſuch change of diſpenſa- 
tion as our Author ſuppoſes, and anſwerably this 
argument is of no force at all: And hence for what 
he after nonſenfically talks of Johns diſcharging 
that privilege of Abraham's natural ſeed that ad- 
mitted into the old Church, from any ſuch Rite 
in the New, it ſignifies nothing, be his meaning 
what it will : 7ohbz did not diſcharge them from 
any privilege they afore had, only rectifies a mt» 

ſtake they aforelay under. But 

6. Our Author endeavours to confirm believers 
Baptiſm to be the only true Baptiſm, from the 
confitution of thePrimitive Churches, They were, 
ſays he, framed not of ignorant Babet, but of pro- 
ng men aud women : And this, as he judges, is 
further evidenced, by the dedication of the Epiſtles 
ſent 
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ſent to the Churches, as well as the contents of the 
ſame, 

Anſw. This Argument preſuppoſes, and 
takes for grantcd, that which is by many, if not 
by moſt, denyed (viz) That Infants either by 
Baptiſm are or at leaſt immediately upon their 
Baptiſm ought to be admitted as members into 
particular Churches 3 hence it only concerns ſuch 
as are of that perſwaſion. I ſhall only fay theſe 
two things. 

1. That Infants Baptiſm may be ſufficiently 
proved, though that be, as ſurely it may very ra- 
tiopally be denyed 3 hence unleſs our Author can 
prove, which he attempts not; (he is better at 
begging than proving, whence it may befaid to 
himin the Poets words. 
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I was ſaying,unlcſs he can prove that Infant-bap- 
tiſm does neceſſarily ſuppoſe, and require that 
they are either by or immediately upon their Bap» 
tiſm to be admitted as members into partictilar 
Churches, his Arguments ſigmihe juſt nothing at 
all, | . 

2, Suppoſe we ſhould grant him that, yet to 
ſay no more, his proofs are wholly inſufficient : 
Infants might be admitted as members of parti» 
cular Churches, notwithſtanding what he ſaith 
concerning theOrder direfied to in Chriſts Commiſſi- 
on, and what we read concerning the Apoftles ob- 
ſervation of that direftionz or the nnconcernedneſs 
of Infants, both in the dedications and contents of 
the Epiſtles ſent to the Churcbes, | 

As for the Commiſſton, and the Apoſtles Pra+ 

ice, 
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Rice,I have already (hewd the inſufficiency of the 
one and the other, to prove believers to' be the 
only true ſubjects of Baptiſm : I fhall therefore 
only touch upon the unconcernednc(s5 of Infants: 
in the dedication of the Epiſtles ſent - to the 

Churches, or in the Epiſtles themſelves, . - 
. Unto which I would fay, It or Author judged 
| that that Argument to prove Infant-baptifo, 
drawn from their federal holine(s deſerves the 
left hand, it being ſo lately,not above an hundred 
and twenty years ago, brought to light, he has 
no reaſon to be angry, it we give ſomewhat the 
leſs heed to this Argument.,; to diſprove the 
Church members-ſhip of Infants, ſeeing it js as 
I ſuppoſe, of a much later date, and comes ſhort 
of that Argument, in point of antiquity,not. leſs 
than an hundred and cighteen years, But for the 
Argument it ſelf, 1 would only ask our Author 
theſe two Queſtions, eb. 2 
. ' 1: Whether Infants were more concerned in 
the prophecies and writings of the Prophets,than 
Infants are in the Epiſtles written to the Church? 
yet they were members of the Church then. 
2. Whether he ſuppoſes, that the Apoſiles 
would have exprcſt them(ſclves,, otherwiſe than 
they have, had Infants been members of, the 
Churches ? But not to waſte time upon ſuch 
trifles; by what has been faid, ( for I ſhall ſay no 
more than what.F have done to his humane Aus 
thority which makes up his ſeventh Argument ) 
T ſay we may ſce what poor grounds the Antipe- 
dobaptifts have for their firſt aſſertion (viz.) that 
Believers Baptiſm is only Chriſt's Ordinance of 

Baptiſm. Iproceed now to his ſecond, _ 
CHAP: 
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therein the Author's two Firſt Particulars 
to diſprove Infant-baptiſm are conſtder- 
ed 5 with reference unto which two 
things remarked ; a full Enquiry made , 
whether what ſilence may be truly predi- 
cated either of the Scripture or Anti- 
quity, concerning that praFice, does not 
more tend to its eſtabliſhment than over- 
throw. The Affirmative fully proved, 


Hat I may baſften to the vindication of thoſe 
Scripture Grounds which Pedobaptiſts have 
laid for their judgment and practice from the at- 
tempts of our Author to raiſe, at leaſt darken and 
obſcure them, (which is that I principally intend) 
I (hall take the two firſt Arguments or Confidera- 
tions he hath laid down tor the diſproof of In- 
fant-baptiſm together 3 the former of which is 
drawn from the ſuppoſed total filence of the Scri- 
ptures 5 the latter trom the alike total filence of 
Antiquity about the practice. 
This Firſt Conhideration he thus expreſſeth: | 
. If Infant-baptiſm had been an appointment or ordi- 
aance of Jeſus Chriſt, there would have been ſome 
precept, Command or example in Scripture to tyar= 
rant the ſame : But inaſmuch as the Scripture is ſo 
wholly ſilent therein, there being not one ſyllable to 
be found in all the New Tellament about any ſuch 
E practice 
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pratiice, . it may be concluded to be no Ordinance of 
Feſus Chriſt, 

His ſecond is thus expreſt. The next thing we 
ſhall make appear is, that as there was no Scripture 
Autharity to inforce it, ſo there was no humane Au- 
thority to enjoys it till above four hundred years after 
Chrift, And in purſuance of this latter Argu- 
ment, he undertakes not only to (hew the lilence 
of Antiquity as to this practice, but over and a- 
bove to thew the time when, the perſons by whom, 
and the ends for which it was inſtituted and brought 
into tbe Church,whercin had his ſucceſs been pro- 
portionable to his contidence, he had done ſome- 
thing conſiderable, and ſhould (1 dare boldly ay ) 
have had many hearty thanks from the moſt zea- 
lous afſertors of Intant-baptiſm themſelves; and 

' indeed he had well deſerved it : but (alas!) how 
hath he failed, and who can do that which is 
impoſhble to be done ? Impoſhbilities will non- 
plus the wiſeſt and ableſt of men, let their dili» 
gence and induſtry be never ſo greatz and there- 
tore it hath been. uſually ſaid, Impeſſibilium nullus 
eft conatus, Wile mcn ceaſe endeavours where 
impoſh1bilities appear : But more diredly to my 
purpoſe with reterence to both theſe confidera- 
tions, I ſhall firſt remark two things. 

Secondly, Inquire, whether what may be truly 
ſaid of the filence of the Scriptures and Antiqui- | 
ty about the pradtice ſuppoſed, do not make it | 
valtly more probable, that Infants ought, than 
that they ought not to be Baptized. 

Firft, That which 1 would remark is, how 
little oxr Author hath done for the promoting 
the Cauſe he hath ingagcd in by all that he —_ 
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faid in purſuance of theſe two Arguments : As 
for the Scriptures, that they are ſo filent as he 
pretends, hath been ſufficiently evidenced elſe» 
where, and may be further ſhewed hereafter : 
As for his various quotations, whereby he would 
make his Reader believe, cither that ſo many 
Pzxdobaptilts have acknowledged the filence of 
the Scriptures 3 or that ſo many have affirmed 
that the Adult alone were baptized in the firſt 
Ages of the Church : What regard is to be had 
to them may alſo appear from what hath been 
already faid, and ſhall immediatcly be further 
conſidered, I ſhall therefore at preſent only a 
little review the account he gives us of the time 
when, the perſons by whom, axd the ends for which, 
the Baptizing of Infants was (as be ſaith) infti- 
tuted and brought into the Church. And thus 
the whole account he gives us, we have compri- 
zed in about ftourtcen lines at the lower cnd of 
his 114 and the upper end of his 115 Pages, and 
5 or 6 lines at the lower end of his 117 Page. 
In brief it is this : It zs rrxe, ſaith he, towards the 
latter end of this Century (that is the fourth Cen» 
tury) it is ſaid, that in ſome parts of Africa, they 
did Baptize childrex, and quotes the Magdebur- 
genſes for it; aud that ſome of the Greek, Church 
did begin to approve of it. Gregory Nazianzen is 
ſaid to admit Infants to be Baptized in caſe of neceſ- 
ſity. And then he turther adds. Jerome zs ſaid 
fo incliue to it alſo, after Origen and Cyprian z 
then in his 117.Page tells us,that,ſpeaking, of the 
Fifth Century, that was the Ape wherein Infant- 
Baptiſm did receive its ſanition by the decrees of 
Pipes and Councils, Here's the All that our Amu- 

E 2 thor 


52 Infant-baptiſm from Peaven, 


thor, after his utmoſt enquiry into Antiquity,can 
ſay about the time when, and the perſons by whom 
Infant-baptiſin was Inſtituted. And how well 
he hath performed his great undertaking let all 
judge, As for the time when Infant-baptiſm had 
its firſt riſe, he leaves us wholly in the dark 3 for 
though he talk at random of its being practiſed 
by ſome in Africa about the latter end of the 
fourth Century, yet himfelf grants it was praCti- 
ſed long before that time : for he tells us betore, 
(page 62.) that Tertullian oppoſed himſelf by ſeve- 
ral arguments againſt ſome that affirmed Infant-bap- 
tiſm. Secondly, he quotes both Chryſoſtom and 
Auſtin, who (as hath bcen betore taken notice 
of) were contemporary with Pope Innocent and 
lived in that very age, wherein he would infinu- 
ate Infant-baptiſm received its firſt ſanction, as 
afhrming that then it was the univerſal prattice 
of the whole Church, and hath been ſo time out of 
mind, 

3. He himſclf intimates that both Origen and 
Cyprian did, it not practice, yet incline to it, for 
{o arc his words; Ferome is ſaid to encline to it, af+ 
#er Origen and Cyprian: fo that Origen and Cypri- 
ax did incline to it, and that they did not only 
incline to it but alſo practiſe it, is ſufficiently cvi- 
denced by other hands. Yea, 

4. Himſelf denies not that it was practiſed be. 
fore, only ſaith, there was no humane Authority 
to enjoyn it till above four hundred years after 
Chritt, Which ſignifies juſt nothing. Ard 

5+ Let me add this one Obſervation more, 
that Pelagirs, in all his conteſts with Auſir about 
Origlnal tin, duxſt never deny Infant- baptiſm, 
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though it had highly ſubſerved his intereſt to 
have done it; ſceing that practice was made ſo 
great uſe of by Anſtintor the confirmation of the 
dodrine of Original fin oppoſed by him, and the 
reaſon is given by Auſtin himſelt : Pelagianos non 
fuiſſe auſos negare Baptiſmum parvulorum quod vi- 
derint nimis aperte cum Eccleſia tota 
pugnandum fuiſſe, fi enm negarent ; Baptiſmo pag. 
An undenyable evidence that Infant- 57” 
baptiſm was then univerſally practiſed, and had 
been ſo for ought what then appeared, from the 
Apoſtles days: For could he have proved that 
it had been an innovation,and not the practice of 
the Church from the Apoſtles days, he would un- 
doubtedly have done it ; his cauſe being ſo near- 
ly concerned in 1t. 

Now can xr Author , or any others think, 
(nay doth he not expreſly grant the contrary) 
that that could be the age wherein Infant-baptiſm 
had its firſt riſe? So that we are yet for ought 
what o#r Antbor hath ſaid, utterly at a loſs a» 
bout the time when it was inſtituted, 

As for the pcrſons by whom it was inſtituted, 
here we are at as great a loſs, as we are at about 
the time. Indeed he tells us in ſome partsof Africa, 
they did Baptize Childrenzthis was in the Fourth 
Centuryzbut he tells us not who they were, and 
conſequently the Authorsof Infant baptiſm are 
yet toſeek; and beiides, theſe were not the firſt 
that Baptized Children,as appears from what he 
faith of Tertwllian: So that it is cvident not 
only ſome among the Africans and ſome among 
the Greeks, but ſome among the Latins, yea the 
uniyerſal Church, and that bcfore the Fourth 

E 3 Century 


= * ,& - | . , 
*- - nero -w—_ oo. « A+, 
wHmrns = mms — . 


3L Infant-Baptiſm from Yeaven, 


Century, did Baptize Children. And as for 
thoſe Fathers, viz. Gregory, Nazianzen, and Je- 
rome, as hedoth not affirm them to be the inven» 
tors of Infant-baptiſm, only faith they inclined 
to it; ſoit is certain they were not, it being, as 
confeſſed by himſelt,the univerſal practice of the 
Church in their days : So that or Author him- 
{elf is wholly at a loſs about the time when, and 
the perſons by whom Infant-baptiſm was inſti- 
tuted : We cannot therefore derive its original 
from men, we mult ſay it is from heaven and not 
of men. 

As for the end for which he ſuppoſeth it to be 
inſtituted , it he altign any, it is the taking away 
_ of Original ſin. But fecing neither the time 
when,nor the perſon by whom it was introduced 
into the Chupch can be found, we may ſafely con- 
clude it is no other than the Inſtitution of Chriſt 
himſelf, and not brought in by men for any 
ſuch End ; only ſome through miſtakes did in 
after ages attribute too much to it with reference 
to that end.From all, how little hath our Autbor 
faid in purſuance of theſe two firſt arguments 
for the promotion of his Cauſe 

Secondly, Let it be conſidered, how greatly he 
hath abuſcd and wronged, as his Authors, ſo 
his Readers , himſelf and his cauſe, in what 
he hath ſaid. He hath greatly abuſed his Authors, 
either in Fathering that upon them which they 
neyer ſaid, or groſlely preverting their words, 
contrary to what they Evidently decharcd to be_ 
their (ence and meaning in them, This he tells 
%:( Page 108.) That it was the known Cuſtom 
of the Primitive Chnrch to Baptizze the Adult, and 

them 
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them only, at leaſt for the firſt ages, is fully atteſted 
by Euſebins , Beatus Rhenanus, &c. whereas not 
one of them, except Lnudovicus Vives ( of whom 
FE have ſpoken before ) ſay any ſuch thing. As 
for Beatus Rhenanus hee either ſpeaks of Heas 
thens, or clſe his words declare, he was a man 
that ſpake either he knew not, or cared not 
what. Let their Teſtimonies be rcad as quoted 
by himſelf, Page 63, 68.73.79. and 88, They 
fay indeed that the aged were or ougit tobe 
Baptized ,( which no body denies ) but they 
(ay not they only were Baptizcd. So tor at leaſt 
valily the Major part of thoſe he quotes, Pages 
98.99. and 101. as acknowlcdying that there 
is no command, precept, or example in the 
Scriptures tor the Baptizing of Intants ; wheres 
as they only acknowledge that there is no 
expreſs command or precept, that is a command 
or precept i# totidem 'wwerbis , norany cxprels 
mention of any Infants being Baptized. This he 
wreſts, and would have his reader believe, they 
acknowledged there is noe warrant from Scri- 
to Baptize them. And what greater abuſe cx 
wrong can be done to any Authors, than thus 
groſſely to prevert and wrelt their words. Can 
any man think he had any true aCtual fear of 
God betore his Eyes when he wrote theſe Pages? 
And by thus abuting and wronging his Authors, 
he hath greatly wronged his Reader, himſclf and 
his owne cauſe; ſo that whereas he boaſteth in 
his 107.and 108. Pages what he had gained by 
his learned Authoriticsz the Truth is, he hath 
only gained fuch a blot to his one reputation , 
as ( unleſs publick repentance b2 manifeſted ) 
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will never be wiped off in this world 3 however 
( ſuppoſing him to have the truth of Grace ) 
he may obtain Pardon hereafter. And how 
highly injurious hath he been to the cauſe he 
pleads: for Will not his Book remain as a publick 
Evidence of the Forgeries , Falſities, unjuſt and 
injurious dealings, the oppoſers of Infant-bap- 
tiſm are forced ( for want of any Scripture or 
rational ground ) to make uſe of, for the up- 
holding and maintaining their Opinion and 
Practice. And the truth is; had I not ſome rea- 
ſon to think the Author is real in what he 
pleads for, I ſhould much ſuſpe& him to be 
* Tus frequer. 10 Friend * tothe Anabaptilts 3 be 
gue vis eſt ſub 4. ſure he hath given a ſore wound 
mict falere wmen. to their cauſe; But, 

Secondly, Let us breifly inquire , whether 
what may be truely ſaid of the filence of the 
Scriptures and Antiquity about Infant Baptiſm, 
doe not make it vaſtly more probable that they 
ought, than that they ought not to be Baptized, 
This I might greatly enlarge upon, but let only 
theſe Five things be well weighed. 

Firſt, That in caſe it had been the will of our 
Lord Chriſt that the Covenant-intereſt of the 
Infant-ſeed of his people ſhould have been 
diſcontinued, and the application of the token 
of the Covenant unto them on that ground 
teaſed 3 it had been, if not abſolutely neceſſary, 
yet exceeding uſeful to his Church , that he 
ſhould have expreſlely and plainly declarcd it: 
How many Conhiderations offer themſelves to 
Evidence this, let this only be obſerved; 
That no alteration ought to be made in or 
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about the Covenant beyond what our Lord 


Chriſt himſelf hath made : Hence had he not 


' declared his will, that Females as well as Males 


ſhould be Baptizcd, we had had no ground for 
their Baptiſm. So on the other hand, ſceing 
he hath not declared his will that the Covenant» 
intereſt of, and the application of the token 
thereof unto the Infant-ſeed of his peo ple ſhould 
ceaſe , we ought not to deny them the one or 
the other. Suppoſe the new Teſtament had been 
wholly filent about the will of Chriſt relating 
to Infants,( which yet it is not) we ought-wholly 
to have guided our Judgments and practice re- 
lating unto them , by the firſt Eſtabliſhment of 
the Covenant with Abraham the Father of the 
Faithfull z where we Evidently finde the natural 
ſeed , and that as ſuch Jboth of Abraham , and all 
that were according to the true intendment of 
the Promiſe to be accounted tor his ſeed, recei- 
ved into the ſame Covenant. and had the ſame 
token applyed to them with their Parents. And 
who could without hazard of ſubjc&ing them=- 
ſelves to his diſpleaſure , make any alteration or 
change in the Tcnour of the Covenant or any 
thing relating thereunto, beyond what our Lord 
Chriſt himſelf hath made? 

Secondly, Let it be ſeriouſly conſidered, how 
utterly improbable it is, that an alteration of ſuch 
a vaſt importance could have been made, unleſs 
the will of our Lord Chriſt had been expreſly 
declared, without ſome oppoſition made by the 
unbelieving Jews, or ſome doubts and ſcruples 
ariſing in the minds of Believers , eſpecially the 
converted Jews, about it. Wholo (hall atten- 
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tively read over the ſacred records relating to the 
New Teſtament-times, and conſider what doubts 
did ariſe in the minds of Believers about, yea, 
what oppoſition was made by them, as well as 
by the unbelieving Jews,againſt changes of a vaſt 
lower importance, will hardly think this to car» 
ry the leaft or loweſt degree of probability in it. 
Were they ſo tenacious of the diſtinion of, Days 
and Mcats, and would they fo ecafily part with 
the Covenant-intereſt of their Chidren ? Were 
they fo hardly brought to part with Circumciſion 
it ſelf, though they had Baptiſm ſubſtituted in 
the room and fiead thereof? And yet would 
they without any difficulty at all comply with, 
not only the taking away the token from their 
Children, but their intereſt in the Covenant and 
Promiſes alſo, without the ſubſtitution of any 0+ 
ther privilege in leju thereof: Credat Appella 
for my own part I cannot do it. 

Thirdly, Let it be further conſidered , that 
there is no error or erronious pracice introduced 
into the Church, but it may be traced up to its 
fixſt riſe, at-leaſi the time may be ſhewed -from 
Antiquity, when it was not in being in the 
Church. This the Lord Brookes and &thers have 
taken notice of z what a worthy account owr A#- 
thor hath given us of the riſe of Infant-baptiſm 
hath bcen already declarcd ; neither is it poſhble 
for any to give a better than himſelf hath done, 
But 

Fourthly, Conſider yet further, that the very 
firſt mention we have in Antiquity, of any doubts 
or debates relating to Infant-baptiſm does plainly 
uwply, and preſuppoſe it to have been antece- 
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dently praQtiſed. Let owr Author or any other 
produce the firſt mention that is made of any 
thing of that nature in Antiquity, TI doubt not 
but it will be made evident,that that does prefup» 
pofe the practice thereof to be in uſe before that 
time. 

Fifthly, Let it yet be conſidered, that the firſt 
that we tind to have ſpoken or written any thing 
with adirc& reference to the pradtiſing of Infant 
baptiſm, was to adviſe and per{ſwade to the de- 
ferring of it, As for Fwltin Martyr, and Irenear, 
though they let fall ſuch 197% as may be at 
leaſt a probable ground to believe that it was the 
practice of the Church in their days, yet they 
wrotenot directly either for, or againſt it. 

And as for Cyprian, what he wrote about it to 
Fidus, did only rclatc to the time of its admint 
ſiration, whether it might be adminiſired before 
the eighth day or nv. So that Tertallian ſeems 
to be the firſt that wrote with a dire reference 
to the praQticeit felf, From whence we may ra» 
tionially conclude, that before Tertullian arole, 
the Church had continued from the Apoſtles days 
in the univerſal praQtice of Infant-baptiſm. That 
he found it the general practice of the Church is 
evident from that Kind of oppoſition he makes 
againſt itz and nothing appears as the leaſt intrs 
mation that it was not univerſal ; for he wrote 
nothing againſt the lawtulneſs of the practice,but 
only perſwades by ſeveral conſiderations, (ſuch 
as w_ are ) to deterr it, 

And here we might again take notice how 
groſly our Axthor abuſeth both Tertz/lian, and 
the Megdebrrgenſes, as relating Tertullian's opt- 
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nion, he abuſeth both in two things. 

Firſt, In faying they, that is the Magdebure 
genſes,tell us, that Tertullian did oppoſe himſelf 
againſt ſome that aſſerted Infant-baptiſm, where- 
as they only ſay (having given an account of Cy- 
priar's reſolution of the queſtion ſent him from 
Fidas, viz. that Infants might be baptized imme» 
diately or preſently after they were born, mox poſt 
quam editi ) that Tertullian thought otherwiſe, 
Contra quod tamen Twrtullianus cenſuit in libro de 
baptiſmo : So that as he did not, ſo they do not 
ſay that he did,oppoſe himſelf againit any, only 
was of a different judgement from Cyprianas to 
to the time of baptizing Infants. 

Secondly, Oxr Author groſly abuſcth both,by 
pretending that they tell us that Tertull;an oppo 
ſed himſelf againfi Infant-baptiſm abſolutely; 
whercas they only tcll us, that Tertllian (aid the 
differring of Baptiſm was more profitable accord- 
ing to the Condition, Diſpoſition, and Age of 
all perſons, eſpecially Infants. Their words are 
pro cujuſque inquit, viz, Tertullianus,perſone,Con- 
ditione, Diſpoſitione, etiam tate cuniiatio baptiſ- 
mi utilior eſt, precipue tamen circa parvulos. So 
that Tertwllian only advilcth to delay the baptiſm 
of Infants, and that not only theirs, but of all 0» 
ther unmarricd perſons. 

The next that wrote any thing direQly with 
reference to the practiſing of Infant-baptiſm , 
ſeems to have been GregoryNazianzen(whom our 
Arnthor again together with the Magdeburgenſes 
erofly abuſeth, (as almoſt which of his Autho- 
Tities that he cites in favour of his cauſe, doth he 
not) and it may ſeem he was at leaſt in part of 
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Tertullian's mind, yet withal affirms, that omn# 
etati Baptiſma convenire, that Baptiſm doth - agree 
to every age; And from the opinion of thele two 
men probably it was that ſome Children of be- 
lieving parents had their Baptiſm deferred , of 
which or Author makes ſo great uſe. But that 
is by the way. Now let all men judge whether 
what filence may be truly ſpoken of theScriptures 
and Antiquity do not make it ſomewhat more 
than probable, that Infant-baptiſm was the unj=- 
verſal practice of the Church in the Apoſtles days 
and theages immediately ſucceeding: It had been, 
if not ſimply and abſolutely neceſſary,yet exceeds 
ing uſeful that our Lord Chriſt ſhould have plain- 
ly declarcd that his will about the diſcontinuing 
the Covenanteintereſt of the ſeed of his people, 
and the ceſſation of the application of the token 
of the Covenant to them on that atcount, had 
it been indced his will that the one ſhould have 
been difcontinucd, and the other left offz but 
noſuch declaration can be found. How unlike« 
ly that ſuch a privilege ſhould be withdrawn 
from the people of God, and no ſcruple ariſe in 
any mens minds about it, nor one Scribe, Phari- 
ſee, or unbelieving Jew, ſo much as taking, the 
lealt notice of it, or improving it as an argument 
againſt the imbracement of the doqtrine of 
Chrilt. 

No man can befound as the firſt inventor of 
this praQice of Intant-baptiſm ;z the firſt mention 
of it in Antiquity implying,that then it was in uſe, 
yea the general practice of the Church. The fir 
that wrote any thing with a dire& reference to 


the practiſing of it, only uſeth ſome frivolous - 
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reaſons to perſwade to the delay of it, neither 

ſing that practice as unlawtul, nor fo much 
as taking the leait notice of the novelty of it, or 
of the praQice of the Church to be otherwiſe. 
Now canany rational man imagine in caſe Infant» 
baptiſm (as oxr Author pretends) had been hardly 
yetin uſe, 'only afſcrted by ſome tew in erder to 
the future practice of it, that Twrtullian, who it 
ſeems did ſomewhat diſlike it , would have only 
periwaded to the deterring ot it, and that by ſuch 
inconſiderablc reaſons; and not rather fet himſelf 
direaly and downright againſt the practice it 
ſelf, and that as an innovation unheard of hither- 
to in the Church; he could not be ignorant what 
the practice of the © hutch had bcen. : And had 
. he known that the univerſa] practice of the 
Church had been to baptize the Adulr only, he 
would und6abtcdly have urged that, if not as 
the only, yet as a main argument againl(t it, or at 
leaſt asa main motive to perſwade to the detcre 
ring of it. But when ſuch a man as Tertullian 
was, (who ſo fully vnderſiood the affairs of the 
Church, not only in his own days, but in the as 
ges paſt) ſhall only adviſe to the delay of Infant- 
baptiſm, and that too only as more profitable, 
and not at all either oppoſe the practice as un- 
Jawful, or ſo much as take the leaſt notice of the 
practice of the Church in baptizing the Adult on» 
ly, it is to me (what it may be to others J can» 
not ſay ) little leſs than a full demonſtration that 
Infant-baptiſm was then the known and appro- 
ved practice of the Church, yea and had bcen fo 
from the Apoſiles time, Surely a man that is 
not a firanger to all principles of Reaſon had _ 
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of ſome very cogent arguments to ſatisfhie himſelf 
that Infant-baptiſm was not praQtiſed either in 
the Apoliles days, or in the ages immediately 
enſuing. But to proceed 
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Wherein his third Particular for the diſ- 
proving of Infant-Baptiſm is conſidered: 
In what ſence Tradition is laid by ws as a 
ground of Infant-Baptiſm declared: That 
ground in the ſence in which it is laid by 
us, vindicated from Mr. Danvers his 
attempts to overthrow it. 


' Hirdly, the ſuppoſed erronious grounds both 
as to fabulous Traditions , and miſtaken Scri- 
, ptures , wpon which the prafiice of Infant-baptiſm 
hatb been both formerly and laterly founded , is 
brought by owr Author as his third argument or 

conſideration to diſprove the praQtice thereof. 
Anſw. As for the former ground, vis. Tra- 
dition , upon which he ſaith the praQtice of In» 
fant-Baptiſm hach been both formerly , and 
laterly founded , I (hall not ſpend much -tfme 
in the vindication of itz only I might here a» 
gain detect his difingenuity and unworthy deal- 
ing, yea downright tallities and uncruths. Thus 
he moſt diſingeniouſly and falſly affirms, that the 
firſt and principal ground that hath been laid 
for this practice, hath been Eccleſiaſtical and 
Apo= 
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Apoſtolical Tradition 3 and I doubt pot but he 
thought the very name of a Tradition would 
conſiderably advantage his-Cauſe 3 thoſe that 
will but attentively read his own Book , muſt 
have a very great Charity for him not to believe 
that he affirms this contrary to his own knows» 
ledge. For 

Firſt, himſelf acknowledgeth,that the 19, Mat, 
14. was of old called the Scripture-Canon for In- 
fant-Baptiſm, Page 177 3 lo again Page 260. 

Secondly , he knows'full well that Circumcis 
fion was frequently pleaded for it, 

Thirdly , he knows Auſtin denies it to bc a 
Sacrament without the word of Inſtitution, 
Page 103. 

Laſtly, he cannot but know how theſe Fathers 
underſtood the word Tradition, See Doctor 
Ames his firſt Book , ſixth Chapter , Page 67, 
de Verbo Dei , where he ſheweth how the Anci- 
ents uſed this term Tradition , quoting that 
known paſſage out of Cyprian , Sz aut in Evan- 
gelio precipitur, aut Apoſtolorum Epiſtols , aut 
atibus, continetur, obſervatur certe hec ſana tra- 
ditio. But this is ad hominem, non ad rem, 1 
ſhall thercfore paſs it by, and only ſhew how far 
Infant-Baptiſm is founded upon Tradition , and 
then take a brief account in one particular in- 
ſtance, how our Autthor hath acquitted himſelt 
in razing this Foundation, as he calls it , of In- 
fant-Baptiſm. For the firſt, and thus we con- 
ftantly affirm, that the Scriptures are only and 
alone in a proper ſence the ground and foundati- 
on of our Faith and Practice in matters re- 
Jting to the Worſhip of God 3 the whole 

Faith 
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faith and practice of the Church as ſuch ought 
to: be reſolved into , and grounded upon the 
Scripturesz * and conſequently the gs ook 
only proper ground upon Which p,;ne veritirre. 
this practice in ſpecial. hath been, v+/«:4,/icur De. 
and is founded by all Orthodox {77m w- 
and ſound Divines are the Scri- 
ptures: And anſwerably we take in Tradition (by 
which we underſtand no more than the diſcove- 
rics that have been made in and by the Church, 
whether doGtrinally or practically of the def 
cent of this. practice from the times of Chrift 
and his Apoſtles to our dayes ) as a ſubordinate 
means, whereby we come to know, and are more 
fully confirmed that it was indeed eſtabliſhed by 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles, and contained in the 
DoGrine of the Goſpel, Neither do we fay 
that this Tradition is the principal means 
whereby we come to know this : But the prin+ 
cipal means arc, the Scriptures themfelves ; as 
compared one with another 3 this is only a ſub- 
ordinate means 3 fo that the practice we plead 
for is founded upon Tradition , but ina very ins 
feriour way, viz, as that is a ſubordinate means 
whereby we come to know, and be more fully 
aſſured that-it is according to the will of Chriſt 
revciled in his word. But 

Secondly; let us fee whether our Author hath 
rendred this ground wholly difſerviccable , as to 
the uſe we make of it 3 whether he hath ſuffici- 
ently proved that all traditional Teſtimonies (as 
he ſpeaks) produced by us for the cftabliſhment 
of the praCtice under debate, be indeed fabulous 
and fictitious; as he pretends: And here I fhall 

F only 
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only ſingle out the teſtimony that the Epiſtle of 
Cyprian to Filus gives, as to the practice of In- 
fant-Baptiſm in his days, and ſee whether it 
may not be as much regarded and leaned to 
after he hath ſaid the utmoſt hecan, as it might 
before 3 yea whether it might not before , and 
conſequently ſtill be greatly regarded, and ately 
lcanced upon ,. fo far as humane Authority may 
be leaned upon, And as previous hereunto , it 
muſt be obſerved how ſubtilly owr Azthor en- 
deayours to conccale the main, yea in effe& the 
whole of the Evidence given .in by that Epiſtle 
for our aſſurance, that Infant-Baptiſm was then 
the univerſal practice of the Church. ' This ap» 
pears thus; 
. "Whereas dne-Fidus a Miniſter having written 
to Cyprian to give him.his judgment , whether 
the cighth day was not alike to. be obſerved by 
Chriſtians as -the time for the Application of 
Baptiſm to Infants, as it was of old for the Ap- 
plication of Circumciſion ? Cyprian afſembleth 
66. Biſhops to: debate that Queſtion : They all 
unanimouſly agree, that no ſuch obſervation 
ought to be made, but that Infants might law+ 
fully be baptized, mx poſtquam editi, immediate- 
ly after they were borx ; Hereupon Cyprian writes 
back to Fi4zs, giving him an account of his 
own and their Judgments in that particular, 
Now from hence we infer three things. 

Firſt , that Infant-Baptiſm was then generally 
praiſed. 
: Secondly , that -it had been ſo time out of 
mind. 
. Thirdly, thatin as much as they lived ſonear 
the 
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the Apoſtles days, it muſt moſt probably be the 
Rice of their times. And that which we 
ground theſe inferences upon is this, viz. That. 
neither Fidzs, norCyprian, and thoſe 66 Biſhops. 
with him, did at all queſtion the Iawtulneſs of 
Infapt-Baptiſm z the former only queſtioning , 
the later only determining about the preciſe time 
of its application. 

Now it ſeemsaltogether irrational to imagine, 
that ſo many on the one hand ,, and on the other 
ſhould not rather queſtion the practice it (elf, 
than the time of its adminiſtration, in caſe it had. 
not been the general practice of thoſe, yea of 
the Apoſiles times 3 ſeeing they cannot be ratio» 
nally ſuppoſed, unacquainted with what was the 
praGice of the Church even in their days. Cys 
prian, and conſequently thoſe other Biſhops con= 
temporary with him , flouxiſhed about the year 
240, or 250. and conſequently about eighty 
years after the death of Policarp , who was one 
of the Apoſile Fohx's Hearers and Diſciples, for . 

he was martyred in the fourth Perſecution un» 
| der Decius the Emperor , which was in the 
year 168, | 

Now can it be imagined that ſo many Bi- 
ſhops could poſhibly be ignorant of what was 
the practice of the Church in the Apoilles days, 
{o nigh unto which they lived 3 or can it be ima» 
gined, that had they known Intants were not 
baptizcd in their days, there ſhould only ariſc a 
duubt among, them about the time of its app!i- 
cation, and none about the practice it (elf, But 
theſe things ozr Author thought meet to conccale, 
and cariy on his Diſcourle, as though the ſcrugle 
F 5 Nas 
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had been about the praQtice it ſelf. And from 
what hath been ſaid it evidently appears,that the 
only queſtion relating to this Epiſtle of Cypriay 
is this, viz; Whether this Epiſtle were indeed 
written by Cyprian or no? whether Fidus did 
write to him for ſatisfaction in that caſe? And 
whether he wrote back to him that Epiſtle where» 
in he declares his own; and thoſe Sixty fix Biſhops 
judgements about the queſtion propoſed to Fidu? 
And hence owr Authors firſt conlideration to ener» 
vate this teſtimony of Cyprian ſignities nothing 
at all 3 inaſmuch as Cyprian medleth not at all 
with the practice it (elf, but takes the lawfulneſs 
of that for granted, as having been the univerſal 
praQiice of the Church in and {ince the Apoſtles 
days, and only determines the time when Baptiſm 


may be applycd to Infants, 


As for his ſecond Conſideration , which a- 
lone is of any weight , viz. that there is good 
ground as be ſaith to queſtion whether this was Cy- 
prian's and theſe Sixty ſix Biſhops concluſion, we 
thall cafily diſcover the vanity of it. Let us 
therefore ſee the grounds he hath to queſtion 


that. 


Firſt, His firſt Ground is, becauſe we meet with 
#0 ſuch Council, nor doth it appear where it was 
held. 


To which I would ſay three things. 


Firſt, that the Ancients did generally, yea u- 
niverſally for ought it appears to the contrary, 
own and acknowledge this to be Cyprians Epilile, 


and conſequently that there was ſuch a Council 
held, 
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held , though the place where is not expreſt. 
This appears by their frequent citing of it , and 
for us who live ſo many hundred years after them, 
' tocall it into queſtion upon this ground, when 
they did not, is irrational, 


Secondly, That there was ſuch a Council or 
Synod ( for it is expreſt ſometimes by the one 
term, ſometimes by the other) and that it was 
held in Africa, (though the particular town or 

lace where be not expreſt, ) is expreſly declared 
= the Magdeburgenſes, Century the thixd, Chap. 


9 Þag- 2095s 


Thirdly , Some affirm it was held at Cars 
thage, 


His ſecond Ground is , becauſe the grounds 
por which the Concluſion is grounded are ſo 


weak, 


Anſw. All the Grounds are not ſo weak and 
frivolous as our Author pretends; but how weak 
ſoever, yet not more weak than Tertwllian's, by 
which he perſwades to the deferring of Baptiſm, 
and yet theſe are lookt upon by or Amtbor 
as conſiderable z and whoſo is acquainted 
with the Fathers, will find ſomewhat of weaks- 
_ in the reaſonings of the mofl noted among 
them. 


Thirdly , His third Ground is , becauſe 
it is @ dofirine fo much contradifled by bis 
great Maſter Textullian, whom he ſo much reve- 
renced, 


Anſw, Tertulljan doth not abſolutely oppoſe 
F 3 Intant- 
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Infant-baptiſm, only adviſeth to deterr it as more 
profitable : Hence this doAtrine doth not abſo- 
Fatcly contradict Tertullianz but ſuppoſe it did, 
*tis no wonder though Cyprian contradict Tertul- 
tian in that wherein he difſented from the judge- 
ment and practice of the univerſal Church. 
Fourthly, His laſt Ground 1s this, becauſe 0- 
ther things have been Father*d upon h;m which were 
one of his. This is ſo far from being a ground 
to queſtion whether this Epiſtle was Cyprza#'s or 
no, that it doth ſtrongly arguc it was his: In» 
| aſmuch as in caſe it had not been his, it would 
| have been ſomewhere diſcovercd as thoſe other 
| things Father'd upon him are.From all which we 
| {cc how little ground or Author hath, or any 0- 
thcrs have to queſtion the truth and genuincſs of 
thisEpililezand ſuppoling the truth and genuineſs 
of it; it is paſt all rational doubt that Intant-bap- 
tiſm was the known and approved practice of the 
Primitive times, And I am bold to ſay, and 
doubt not but to make it good, if needful; that 
this one Epiſtle of Cyprian, gives greater evidence 
thatInfant-baptiſm was praCtiſcd in the primitive 
times, than all the Authoritics our Author hath 
produced give againſt it. So that this firſt 
Ground (as he calls it) of Infant-baptiſm lies 
THrm, and is as ſerviceable tothe uſe we put it to, 
as ever it was, notwithſtanding he hath wearied, 
yea I may ſay wounded and bruiſcd himſclt ſo 
much in his attempts to razc or remoye It. | 


CHAP. 
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GHAT. Ve 


A Vindication of the Scripture-grounds 
of Infant-baptiſm entred upon. Two 
Things remarked with reference to the 
Oppoſition made againſt the Argument 
drawn from their Federal Holineſs : The 
Arguments drawn from the Covenant 
confidered. Three of the principal with 
reference to that Covenant propoſed. The 
unſoundneſs of Mr. Danvers Reſoluti- 
ons of them evidenced : The true Reſ0- 
lutions of them given. 


Econdly, to proceed to the other ground, 
viz. Scripture Authority, upon which In- 
fant-baptiſm is founded, and this is that we are 
principally concern'd in. Suppoſe he hath 
(which yet he is far ſhort of) rendred the ground 
of Tradition utterly unſerviccable, and of no uſe 
to usz yet it the ground of Scripture Authority 
lie firm, the practice we have founded thereup- 
on ſtands ſure. But here again TI ſhall not ſpend 
timc in the vindication of all thoſe Scriptures 
that ozr Author hath thought meet to beſtow his 
' pains in rendring uſeleſs unto us, He hath it 
{ccms judged it highly conducing to the furthe- 
rance of his cauſe to attack where he forefaw his 
conguelt ſure z though he could not but know 
F 4 that 
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that (excepting in the judgment of ſuch who 
conceit the cauſe is gained when aScripture is bat- 
fled,that however made uſe of by fome,yect really 
js impertinent to the queſtion in controverhie ) 
neither our cauſe is prejudiced, nor his promoted 
thereby. I ſhall only remark one or two things 
with rcterence tothe oppoſition he makes againſt 
that argument Pedobaptiſts make uſe of, drawn 
from the federal holineſs of the ſeed of believing 
Parents, grounded upon 1 Cor. 7. 14. for the 
eſtabliſhing the practice of Infant-baptiſm, and 
come to what I principally intend. 

Firſt, Tt may be obſerved, of how little ad- 
vantage to oxy Authors cauſe, that weighty ob- 
ſervation js (for fo I ſuppoſe he conceives it to þe) 
that he hath made, or rather taken up from-Mr. 
Tombes, concerning the antiquity of this argu- 
ment, His words are theſe, ſpeaking of this ar- 
gument, of which Zuinglius about one hundred 
end twenty Years fince, for as much as T can learn, 
was the firſt founder, wherein he was ſingular from 
all that went before him. With reference unto 
which let theſe few things be obſerved. 

\ I. That it may be ſhrewdly ſuſpe&ed that he 
groſly belies his own knowledge, denyes himſelf 
to be able to learn what he cannot, (ſuppoſing 
him as well read in Authors as he pretends) but 
know. ' For |  OOEES - 

' I. Mr. Marſhal (whom doubtleſs he hath read) 
in his anſwer to Mr. Tombes, ſhews him that the 
Ancients were not wholly ſtrangers to the fede- 
ral holyneſs of the Infant-ſeed of Believers, and 
inſtanceth in' Athanaſius and Tertullian, the one 
a Greek, and the other a Latine Author and 
DEN | "Goran, 
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Gerard Tom. 4. Pag. 593+ inſtanceth in two more, 
viz, Auſtin and Jerome, interpreting this very 
text to the ſame ſence, though it ſhall be granted 
that Auſtin in one of his Epiſtles was of another 
mind. But 

2. Our Author himſelf elſewhere grants, (as 
is before obſerved) that that Text in Matth. 19, 
ver, 14. was ſo commonly urged for Infant- bap» 
tiſm, that it bore the title of the Scripture-canon 
for that practice 3 and he cannot but know that 
Circumcifion was frequently urged for the eſta» 
bliſhment of the ſame practice, And can owr 
Author or any one elſe imagine that learned men, 
having ſo great acquaintance with the Scriptures 
as they had, ſhould affirm Infants to belong to 
the kingdom of heaven, and yet know nothing 
of their Intereſt in the Covenant of Grace, by 


vertue of which they can only belong thereunto. 


Or can any think that they underſtood not, that 
Circumciſion was a token of the Covenant, and 
an{werably was applicd to Infants as ſuch ? It is 
plain they did : Aſtin in his Fourth Book con» 
cerning Baptiſm, Chap. 24. determines that the 
Sacrament of Circumcition was a ſeal of the righ- 
teouſnels of Faith to Iſaac, even in his infancy 
when he was but cight days old. So Cbryſoſtom 
and Theophila# cited by or Author himſelf, af- 
farmed it with the Apoſile, to be a ſeal of the righ- 
reouſneſs of Faith 3 which righteouſneſs is un- 
doubtedly one of the bleſſings promiſed in the 
Covenant of Grace. And hence it cannot be ras 
tionally ſuppoſed, but that they muſt apply Bap- 
tiſm to Infants under the ſame potion under 
which Circumciſion was applicd to them of old. 

4 | | Would 
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Would they plead for Baptiſm from Circumciſi- 
on, unleſs they took it for granted that Infants 
Nill had the fame ground for Baptiſm, viz. in- 
tereſt in the Covenant, that the Infant-ſeed of 
the Jews had for Circumciſion. Now the fede- 
ral holineſs of Infants that we plead for, and 
make one ground of their Baptiſm is the ſame 
thing expreſt in other words with their Coves 
nant intereſt, or Pate, at leaſt is the immediate 
reſult of it. But 

2. Canit beany advantage to his, or preju- 
dice to our cauſe that ſome arguments have been 
found out of late, beyond what have been for- 
merly made ufe of, I ſuppoſe our Author will 
not think the cauſe he pleads for is prejudiced by 
any thing he bath brought to light, de novo. 

3. That it is the ſixength of Arguments, not 
the Antiquity or Authors of them; that the cauſe 
is concern'd in : Hence if this be a valid Argu- 
ment, it matters not who was the firſt Author 
of it. But 

2, I muſtremark his confident aſſertion, pag. 
198. where faith he, ſpeaking ſtill of this Argu- 
ment, we have two things aſſerted, but not at all 
proved : What thoſe things arc he tells us. 

Firſt, That the holyneſs in the text is meant 
of federal holynels. 

Secondly, That federal holyneſs qualifies for 
Baptiſm. Fe 

Neither of theſe, faith he, is at all proved, 
Had he ſaid not {ufficiently or f(atisfaRtorily pro- 
ved, it had argued ſome modeſty ; but, not at all 
proved.,is too high tor one no better skilFd jn Are 
gum<ntation, than for what appears in his Book. 
he is. | Whether 
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- Whether what owr Author hath ſaid, be of 
more force to diſprove, than what others, eſpe- 
cially Mr. Baxter hath ſaid to prove, that this ſame 
federal holineſs is intended in the text. I ſhall 
refer to the judgement of all unbyaſſed and un» 
prejudiced men and come to what I more eſpe» 
cially aim at, and that is to vindicate thoſe Ar- 
guments drawn from the Covenant as eſtabliſhed 
with Abraham and his ſccd in their Generations, 
for the confirmation of the practice we plead for, 
from the attenipts oxr Author bath made to inva-» 
lidate them, 

And that the Reader may more clearly {ce how 
we infer and conclude Intant- baptiſm trom the 
Covenant as ſo eſtabliſhed, he muſt carctully ob- 
ſerve and remember four things. 

Firſt, That we diſtinguiſh between the Cove- 
nant»intereſt, or (as it is uſually call'd) federal 
holyneſs of the Infant-ſeed of Believers, and their 
right to Baptiſm. 

Secondly, That it is their Covenant-intereſt 
that we principally contend for, and deſign the 
proof of, from the Covenant at tirſi cftabliſhed 
with Abraham the Father of the faithtul, 

Thirdly , That we plead not tor Infant- 
baptiſm merely from the Analogy it bears with 
or to Circumciſion, as though the Analogy be- 
tween them were a ſ{ufhcient ground of the ap- 
plication of Baptiſm to Infants, as o#r Autbor 
would bear men in hand that we do, 

' Fourthly, Though we judge it a very rational 
{uppoſal, that the application of the token of the 
Covenant ſhould be as extenſive under the New 
Tecltament, aSit was under the old ; Yet do we 

| not 
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not ground our praQice merely upon that 4 6. 
fal, but upon the command obliging Abrahams 
ſeed in their Generations to keep the Covenant, 
that is the token of the Covenant. And hence 
we ſay that Infant-baptiſm may be ſufficiently 
proved from the Covenant ſo far'as we defign 
the proof of it therefrom, as made with Abraham 
and his ſeed in their Generations; though little 
conſideration be had of Circumciſion. Whence 
it is but a ſubtil infinuation to prejudicate the 
minds of unwary Readers to talk of our Argu- 
ments from Circumciſion; it is not from Circum- 
cifion, but from the Covenant that we plead for 
Infant- baptiſm. Hence the Reſolution of theſe 
four queſtions is neceſſary and ſufficient for the 
diſcovering whether Infant-baptiſm may , or 
may not be truly inferred and concluded from 
the Covenantas now eſtabliſh'd with Abraham, 
Firſt, Whether the New or Goſpel Covenant, 
and this mentioned Ger. 17. be one and the 
ſame? Or moreplainly, whether the New Co- 
venant, the Covenant under the New Teſtament 
adminiſtration, under which Believers are; be 
not the ſame with that mentioned Gen, 17.7 ? 
Secondly, Whether the Infants of Abraham 
and his ſeed, and that as ſuch were not included 
and comprehended in this Covenant, and that 
both in the promiſſory and preceptive part of it? 
Thirdly, Whether Circumciſion was the to- 
ken, ſign, or cal of the Covenant both to Pa- 
rents and Children? 
Fourthly, Whether Baptiſm be not the token, 
Ggn, or feal of the Covenant under the Goſpel 
adminiſtration ? | | 
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The fatisfatory reſolution of theſe queſtions 
would be ſufficient for the diſcovery of the mind 
and will of God relating unto Baptiſm, ſo tar as 
it is held forth unto us in the Covenant, as at firſt 
eſtabliſhed with Abraham and his ſeed in their 
Generations. For if ſo be it be indeed certain, 
that the Covenant believers are now under, be 
the ſame with that eſtabliſh'd with Abraham, and 
the Infants both of Abraham and his ſeed, and 
that as ſuch 3 were included and comprehended 
in the Covenant , both in the promiſſory and 
preceptive part cf it: and conſequently as the 
promiſe ſo the command concerning the applicas 
tion and bearing of the token of the Covenant did 
tend to and concern them: And that Circumci- 
fion was the ſign, token, or (cal of the Covenant 
both to Parents and Children, and Baptiſm doth 
now ſuccecd in the place, room, and uſe of Cir- 
cumciſion in that general notion and conſideratis 
on, as a ſign or token of the Covenant z then 
paſt all rational doubt, according to the true in- 
tendment of God in this Covenant, Infants ought 
to be baptized, as of old they were circumciſed, 
But if theſe or any of theſe things be not ſo, but 
are mere miſtakes on our part, I ſhall confeſs, 
we have no ſure footing for the practice of Infant- 
baptiſm in theCovenant,as at firſt eftabliſh'd with 
Abraham and his ſced in their Generations. But 
ſccing our Author hath judged it more conducing 
to his cauſe to tread in a different path, I muſt 
follow him in that, and fee what he hath gained 
by his ſo doing with this proviſo, that I ſhall 
more lightly touch upon theſe queſtions wherein 
the practice in controverlie is lels 3 and more en- 
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large upon thoſe whercin it is more neerly con» 
cerned; - His 

Firſt Particular or Enquiry is, whether Cir- 
cxmciſien calPd tbe Goſpel Seal, did of old belong 
to all iu Goſpel Covenant. This he reſolves in the 
Negative, and gives us two reaſons of that his 
reſolution. | | 

Firſt, Becauſe ſome that were in the Goſpel Co- 
| venaut were not ſealed, 

Secondly, Becawſe ſome that were out of the Co- 
venant were ſealed therewith, 

Anſw, This queſtion but little (if at all) cone 
| cerns the main queſtion in controverſiez ſo that 
| ſhould his reſolution prove right, we are not 
' © hurt thereby: And the reaſon is evident, viz. 
becauſe we ground Infant-baptiſm upon their 
Covenant-intereft, arifing from their relation to 
ſuch Parents who are to be accounted Abraham's 
ſeed, conſidered in conjunction with the com- 
mand obliging all his ſeed in their Generations, 
| (#; e.) both they and their Children to keep the 

| 


| 
| 
| 


. Covenant, (ze )) the token of the Covenant. 
Henceunleſs oxr Author prove,(which he attewpts 
not) that Circumciſion did not belong to all 4» 
brabam's feed in their Generations, including, as 
before, Parents and their Infants,and conſequent» 
ly that there were ſome Infants, who though the 
Children of ſach Parents as were to be accounted 
Abraham's ſeed, yet neither had any intereſt in 

the Covenant, nor were to be circumciſed. | 

| His inſtances of perſons in Covenant who were 
not circumciſed, and of perſons out of Covenant 
who were circumciſed, (ſuppoſing it were fo as 

| he faith ) tigniftie nothing to his purpoſe. Þ a. 
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God diſpoſe of his own inſtitutions as himfelf 
pleaſeth, Let us mind our own duties: Now 
this is evident, that as Abraham's feed in their 
generations are under the promiſe that God will 
be a God unto them) fo they are under the com= 
mand that they in their generations do keep the 
Covenant (te) the token of the Covenant; 
Let ozr Axuthor cither prove that Infants were not 
included with their Parents either in the promi- 
ſes, or in the command concerning the applicatie 
on of the token of the Covenant, or elfe that 
Circumciſion ought not to be applycd to all in- 
cluded in the Covenant, otherwiſe he faith nos» 
thing to purpoſe. Therctore 

Secondly, Whether the New er Goſpel Coves 
nant and that mention'd Gen, 17. be one and the 
ſame ? 

Anſre. In reſolving this queſtion owr Anthor 
{peaks warily and indeed gives no reſolution at 
all, but leaves his Readerin thedark, I ſuppoſe 
he knew that to have abſolutely denyed, that the 
Covenant here mention'd is one and the fame 
- with the New Covenant under which Believers 
now are, had involved him in inextricable diffi- 
cultiesz and yct to have affirmed that they are 
one and the ſame, had given a ſhrewd blow to 
his cauſe Hence he judgeth it meet, only to 
caſt a miſt betore his Readers cyes by needleſs and 
impertinent diſtin&ions about a double capacity 
that Abraham ſtood in, and two different ſorts 
of promiſes made to him. But how thoſe diſtin= 
ions conduce any thing to fatisfie the Reader 
about the queſtion put, he declares not. So that 
the Reader mult necds remain at the ſame uncere 
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tainty , whether that Covenant , and the New 
Covenant be one and the ſame, or whether they 
are two diſtin& Covenants,that he was at before, 
It is true he inſtanceth in ſeveral promiſes , and 
' among, the reſt , one in the fifth Verſe of this 
Chapter, which is made perſonally to Abraham, 
and wherein none of his Seed have any part 
with him; and pretends to mention i: 
that he ſaith, in a# eſpecial manner belongs (a dark 
| and doubtful exprefhion ) to the New Covenant: 
| I fay pretends, becauſe it is uncertain , whether 
there be not a miſtake in the Printer , putting 
the eighth Verſe for the ſeventh; though I very 
much ſuſpect there is not, and if not fo, he 
| wholly paſſeth by the Covenant , or that pro- 
miſe in the ſeventh Verſe, about which the main 
and proper queftion between our oppoſers and 
us' is mainly (if not only) concerned. Sceing 
there is no ſuch promiſe as he mentions in that 
Verſe he points to, it can be buta pretence meer- 
ly to blind the eyes of his Reader , and lead him 
blindfold through this Queſtion 3 the right de- 
| termination of which is of ſuch vaſt impor- 
tance for the clearing up the main Queſtion in 
controverhe between us. 
To the next queſtion , which he judged 
he could give a more plaulible anſwer to , 
without expoſing himſelt to any ſuch incons» 
venicncies as a plain down-right Anſwer to 
this would have done 3 and if there bea miſtake, 
the eighth Verſe being put for the ſeventh;, then 
we have the full of what wedelire : But ſecing 
oxr Author hath thought it convenient thus to 


divert from the qucſtion, himſclt propofed , 1 
| would 
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2 * Would defire him, (if ever he write again) plain- 
1y and diſtinly to refolve theſe two or three 


queſtions , abſolutely neceſſaty for the unfold- 
ing this dark and confuſed Diſcourſe , that he 
pretends asa full teſolution of this queſtion, 

Firſt , whether this Covenant mentioned in 
the ſeventeenth of Geneſis, wete made with A- 
brabam as a Natural, or as a Spiritual Fathet , of 
conſidered in both theſe capacities? We ay as 
conſidered in both ; upon what ground he-may 
ſce in my Infant-Baptiſm from Heaven, Page the 
ſeventh and eighth. 

Secondly , to' what Covenant theſe promiſes 
that he mentions as made to Abraham as a Natife 
ral Father, with reſpe& to his Natural Seed, did 
belong ? Did they belong to the Covenant of 
Works, or (as ſome call it) the Covenant of Na- 
tute ? or was there any other Covenant afore 
made with Abraham, unto which they did be- 


long? or did they belong tono Covenant at all 2. 


We ſay they belonged to the Covenant of 
Grace, or New Covenant, though ſome of them 
at leaſt were indefinite promiſes made to his 


Seed in general; nor dehnite, made to any in« 


dividuals of his Secd 3 or (as others expreſs it) 
they were promiſes, not of the cfſence of, only 
appendices to the Covenant. And the reaſon i is, 
becauſe we judge them to be Covenant-Mercies; 
and can find no other Covenant they can with 
any ſhew of reaſon be ſuppoſed. to appertain 
unto. If owr Arthor will hclp us out here, he 

ſhall have hearty chanks for his pains: 
Thirdly , whether ,it was a miſtake of the 
Printer), in putting down che cighth Verie tor 
C2. ed; 
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the ſeventh, cr no? If it was not, (as I ſuppoſe 
he will be unwilling (for reaſons he knows) to 
grant, that this promiſe in the ſeventh Verſe 
doth belong to the New Covenant , or Cove» 
nant of Grace, under which Believers are , un- 
der the New Teſtament ) I would ask him, or 
any other man that is Compos mentis , whether 
the promiſe of the Land of Canaan in the for- 
mer part of the eight Verſe, and the promiſe of 
God's being their God in the latter part of the 
fame Verſe, werenot made to the ſame perſons ? 
Let the words be but read. . And Iwill give un- 
ta thee, and unto thy Seed after thee the Land 
wherein thou att a Stranger , all the Land of Ca» 
naan, for an everlaſting poſſeſſion , and I will be 
their God, Now ask but any Child that hath 
learned his Accidence 3. what is the Anteccdent 
te, their ? Surcly he will preſently reply , thy 
Seed, mentioned in the former part of the Verſe, 
unto whom the promiſe of the Land of Canas 
i1s-made. 
Now then theſe two promiſes as thus cons» 
need and made joyntly to the ſame perſons, 
they muſt needs belong to one and the ſame - 
Covenant 3 which bcing granted, as infallibly it 
will by all that have any regard to what they 
fay 3 I would ask any man, whether they do 
think they belong to the Covenant mentioned 
Verſe the ſeventh or no? Did Ithink it were 
neceſſary , I ſhould add ſomething to prove that 
they do. 

Now then. let things be laid together, and ſeri- 
ouſly weighed: That the promiſe of God's being a 


God to Abraham's Secd mentioned in the eighth 
| Verſe 


= 


Verſe belongs to.the Covenant of Grace, is pos. 
ſitively aſſerted by our Author, That the pro 
miſe of the Land of Canzar, and this promiſe 
were made to the ſame Sced is undeniable, and 
that both theſe promiſes belong to one and the 
fame Covenant is as undeniable as the former, 
And yet farther; that the Coyenant they belong 
to is that mentioned Verſe the ſeventh, is as 
tmuch above any rational queſtion as either, 
Now he acknowledgeth , that the promiſe of 
the Land of Canaan was made to Abraham with 
reſpect to his Natural Seed 3 and from all it will 
appear , even from what our Author himſelf ac- 
knowledgeth, as though written with the Beamg 
of the Sun, that the Covenant mentioned Genes» 
fis the ſeventeenth, and the ſeventh, is the Coyes» 
nant of Grace, or the New Covenant ; the fame 
with that Believers are now under, and that this 
Covenant was made with Abraham as a Natural, 
as well as a Spiritual Father , with reſpe& to his 
Natural as well as his Spiritual Seed; and {o we 
have both this and the next queſtion anſwered 
together. And yet further, that the Covenant 
mentioned Verſe the ſeventh, eſtabliſhed with 
Abraham and his Seed in their Generations, is 
not only a Covenant of Gracez but the Cove= 
nant of Grace, under which Believers in New 
Teſtament times are , is fufficiently made out 
elſewhere z and indeed is {fo evident 
from that Diſcourſe of the Apoſtle JInfone. Bagedli 
in the third to the Galatians , that page inn 6a 
it is to admiration how any man 
can pretend to own the Writings of the Apos 
files , and yet queſtion it. That he hath rete- 
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rence,Verfe the ſixteenth,to this Covenant is paſt 
all doubt, ih. as much as there is no 6ther pto- 
riſe expreſt in theſe terms , to thy Seed, (where- 
in the very ſtrength of the Apoſtles Argument 
lies) but only this: And that the Covenant in 
which that promiſe is contained was never diſ- 
anulled ; but is, that Covenant according to 
which Believers enjoy all the bleflings of the 
Goſpel, is as evident as any thing in the World 
can be made by words, as is ſufficiently ſhewed 
In the forementioned Diſcourſe. So that I need 
add no more; only I ſhall ſay that the promiſe, 
Geneſis the ſeventeenth, ſeventh Verſe, doth not 
only belong to the Covenant of Grace under 
which Believers (till are, but is the very ſum and 
ſubſtance of it, as to God's part 3 and our oppo- 
ſers ſhutting their eyes againſt the Scripture» 
Light evidencing the Truth hereof, is one ſpeci- 
al cauſe of their talling into, *and continuing in 
that Errour they ſo pertinaciouſly maintain, 

But to proceed 3 What Seed of Abra- 
Queſt. 3) ham itis to whomthat promiſe (Genefis 

ſeventeenth, ſeventh Verſe) doth be. 
long, whether his Natural , or his Spiritual Seed? 
Our Author adds another Queſtion , viz. Who 
thoſe Children of promiſe mentioned in the fecond 
of Afis the thirty ninth Verſe are? which at preſent 
T ſhall not concern my (clt about. Let one Que» 
ſtion be anſwered hrſt : And though our Author 
do not expreſly declare his Sentiments at firſt, 
yetafter hedoth, and is very peremtory and po- 
ſitive (upon what grounds will preſently appear) 
that that promiſe did not ata)l, or in any fence 
bclong to 4 braham's Natural , but "oy and 

alone 
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alone to his ſpiritual ſeed. And he conceives the 
Scriptures themſelves give us ſuch a full and 
plain expoſition of this promiſe, as might ſeem 
to be enough to determine the queſtion, without 
any more ado: What is the good contained: in 
this promiſe, I (hall (if the Lord will) open heres 
after, that which weare at preſent to enquire in- 
to is, whether this promiſe did not belong to 
Abraham's natural ſeed, and that merely as ſuch; 
as well as to his ſpiritual ſeed ? And thus in a di- 
re& oppoſition to what our Author hath affirmed, 
I ſhall ſay, That this promiſe did belong not only 
to Abrabams ſpiritual but alſo to his natural ſeed, 
and that eo nomine as his natural ſeed : That it 
did not belong to all his natural ſeed in the ſame 
ſence or after the ſame manner I freely grant : 
For take the promiſe as a definite promiſe, con- 
veying and making over an aCtual right and title 
to the good contained and intended in it to each 
individual and particular ſubje& of it, ſo it did 
belong only to Abrabams natural ſeed immedi- 
diately proceeding from his own loyns, ( as 
Iſhmael, Iſaac ec.) and it did belong uni» 
verſally to them, or to them one as well as ano- 
ther, But take it as an indefinite promiſe, ſigni» 
. tying to and aſſuring Abraham and his ſeed of 
the will and purpoſe of God to beſtow the good, 
contained and intended in it,upon them ina more 
ſpecial and peculiar manner, o it did belong to 
his natural ſeed proceeding mediately from him 
in all ſucceeding ages 3 and conſequently in this 
{ence it doth belong to the Jewsas the ſeed of A- 
brabam aboye what it doth to the race or poſteri- 
ty of any men whatſoever to this very day ; ip 
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which regard they are Rom, 11.16. ſaid to be 
holy. 'We are only at preſent concern'd in the 
former way and manner of its belonging to the 
natural ſeed of Abraham; and'that this promiſe 
as thus conſidered, did belong to all Abrahams 
natural ſeed immediately proceeding from his 
own Joyns hath: been (I conceive) ſo evidently 
and unanſwerably proved elſewhere, that unleſs 
thoſe arguments could be anſwer'd 
it may ſeem wholly ſuperfluous to 
add any thing more: And indeed the 
caſe lies ſo evident and plain, that it admits of 
no contradicion,unleis men are rcfolved to force 
their way over the belly(to uſe that Scotch phraſe) 
of the plaineſt Scriptures : Saith God, TI will be 
thy Ged, ad the God of thy ſeed in their generati- 
0157, Now how was it poſhble but that Abra- 
bam muſt underſtand this hriily and immediately 
of his natural Children. Tt is true,God had told 
hitn that he ſhould be @ father of many Nations, 
and he might well think that thoſe nations, he 
ſhould be a Father to, might be included in the 
term ſeed; but to underſtand it of thoſe, exclu- 
ding his naturalChildren would have been abſurd 
2nd irrational : And beſides God tells him that 
fo this ſeed he promiſeth to be aGod,unto themhe 
would give the land of Canaan in which he was 
now a ftranger.Now is it poffible that he ſhould 
imagine that hjs natural ſeed were excluded? And 
yet further that which yet makes it moſt plain, is 
the expreſs command of God to apply the token 
of this very Covenant, and that under that very 
Tnotion/and conſideration.as the token'of it, to all 
His natural ſeed immediately proceedibg from his 
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own loyns. Theſe things lie fo evident, that 
all attempts againſt them prove not only vain, 
but greatly reflect upon their Authors, 

Let us then fee the Scriptures oxr Author pro- 
duceth expounding (as he faith) this promiſe, 
and (as he conceits) ſo tully confirming the ſeed 
here mention'd, to whom the promiſe belony'd, 
not to be Abraham's carnal (he ſhould have ſaid 
natural) but his ſpiritual ſeed. And thus he 
gives us three texts of Scripture 3 but of how lit- 
tle uſe as to his purpoſe will immediately appear. 
His firſt Scripture is, Gal, 3. 16. where faith the 
Apoſtle, now to» Abraham and bis ſeed were the 
promiſes made; he ſaith, not to ſeeds as of many, 
but as of one, aud tathy ſeed which is Chriſt. So 
that the promiſes were made to Chrift, and onr 
Author thinks it will infallibly follow, that they 
were not made to his natural ſeed. But how he 
inferrs this he tells us not: That by Chriſt here we 
are to underſtand Chriſt myſtical , that is the 
Church, including Chriſt himfclf as the head : 
I ſuppoſe he hath more underſtanding than to 
deny. Now we affirm, that Abraham's natural 
ſeed, as ſuch, did, as being under the promiſe, 
belong to the viſible body or Church of Chiift, 
as then gather'd in or conſtituted of his Family. 
So.that the children of Believers and that as ſuch 
during their Infant ſtate 3 belong to the ſame 
myſtical body of Chriſt, as upheld and continued 
yet in the world : Yea we lay this their rclation 
tothe Church as one ground of our application 
of Baptiſm to them. Nuw what a vain and fri- 
volous thing is it to imagine, that the Apoſtles af» 
firming thar the promiſe is only made to Chriſt 
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ſhopld expound it as excluding Infants from any 
intereſt in it, when we do copſtantly affirm In» 
fants to appertain unto Chriſt, to whom the pro 
Miſe is made. But I am much perſwaded, that 
oxr Author never intended his book for the fatis= 
fation or conviction of any that either had any 
conſiderable ſtock of reaſon, or would make uſe 
of what they had, but he wrote it for the uſe of 
another fort of people. To as little purpoſe is 
his citation of the 29 verſ. of the ſame Cha = 
7 f you 6 be Chriſts, then are you Abrahams ſeed 
vutis Xeiss, If ye be of Chrilt or —_ 
unto Chriſt as metnhers of his myſiical Body, 
then are ye Abrsbams ſeed. And welay (and owr 
Author hath not proved the contrary ) that the 
Infant-ſeed of Believers are of, and do appertain 
to Chriſt. 
As for his ſecond Scripture, viz. Rom. g. 7. 
S. that is ſo far from expounding the promile in 
favour of his ſence, that it doth neceſſarily imply 
Infant-baptiſin the dire& contrary , as hath been 
Chap. 7. Pag. made to appear cl{ewhere ; The A» 
230, poſtle doth plainly imply, that there 
were ſome who were Abrahams ſeed, and as ſuch 
were the ſubjeQs of the promiſe who were not 
the Children of God in the ſence there intended 
by the Apoltle; ſuch was Iſhmael as he ſhews in 
the following words : But ſee this text fully 0- 
pened and vindicated in the forementioned trea- 
tile, 
* For his third Scripture, namely Rom. 4. 13. 
14+ how that ſhould expound the promile in fa+ 
vour of our Authors ſence is hard to imagine, but 
to ſorne the bare mention of a Scripture is full 
proof, 
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proof, how little ſoever it make to the purpofe. 
How far and in what ſence the Infant-ſeed of Be- 
lieversas received into the ſame Covenant with 
their Parents; arc intereſted in or made partakers 
of the righteouſneſs of taith may be enquired into 
hereafter:let it atpreſent be onlyobſerved thatboth 
Iſaac and Faceb were joynt-heirs with Abrahans 
of the ſame promife during Abrabams life time. 
Hence it isſaid, Heb.1 1 9.By faith be fſajourned in the 
land of promiſe as in a jftrange Country.dwelling in 
Tabernacles withI(aac and Jacob the heirs with hin 
of the ſame promiſe. Now Jacob at AbMhams death 
was but fifteen years old, and the ApoPle fpeaks 
of his living with them for ſome time before his 
death in Tabernacles, as being then coheirs with 
him of the ſame promiſe, Now faith the Apo» 
file in this text, both Abraham and his ſecd among 
| which ſeed we muſt neceſſarily include Iſaac and 
Jacob, both he and they were heirs through the 
righteouſneſs of faith, Whence it is plain that 
Faceb (and the ſame is true of Iſaac) in his In- 
fant ftate was an heir of the World, (as the Apo- 
ſtle here ſpeaks ) through the righteouſneſs of 
faith, when he had not a perſonal faith himfelf'; 
but as the Child of a Covenant-Parent. Whence 
it appears, that the Infant-ſccd of Believers may 
be heirs of the promiſes through the righteoul- 
neſs of faith, though theitiſclves not perſonally 
believing, FE 20 
Now then let all men judge, whether theſe 
Scriptures do fo fully confirm as our Author pre- 
tends, yea cr do give any rational or probable 
intimation, that not Abrahams natura], but on» 
ly his ſpjxitual ſeed were intended in thatpromiſe: 
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As for the diſmal conſequences ( as hecalls them) 
{uappoſcd to ariſe from what we affirm, they are 
meer Chimeraes feigned by our Author , through 
his darkneſs, partly about the true and proper 
good contained in, and conveyed by the Cove- 
nant as extended to the Infant-ſeed of believers, 
and partly about the true tenour of the Covenant 
as made with Abraham and his ſeed in their ge- 
nerations:; Of the former I ſhall ( if the Lord 
will) ſpeak more fully hereafter : Of the latter I 
.. have ſpoken ſufficiently elſewhere 
i and (hall touch again when I come * 
£ompag 4909 ſpeak to his fift enquiry. Now then 
theſe two laſt enquiries being rightly 
determined, a good foundation is in a conſidera- 
ble meaſureJaid for the practice of Infant-baptiſm. 
For if the Covenant eſtabliſh'd with Abraham be 
the very ſame with that Believers are flill under 3 
and Abrahams natural feed as immediately pro» 
ceeding ſrom his own loyns were taken in as 
joynt ſubjects with him of the ſame Covenant 
and promiſes, both which things are evidently 
true : It is very rational to ſuppoſe that all his 
ſeed (among whom Believers are undoubtedly 
to be reckon'd) ſhould (as it is certain they do) 
partake in the ſame priviledge: And the Infants 
of Believers being joynt-ſubjects with their Pa- 
rents of the Covenant, it is very. rational to 
conclude that they ſhould have the preſent token 
applyed to them as the Infant-ſeed of Cove- 
nant Parents had the former token of the Cove- 
vant applyed unto them, of which more anon. 
And I cannot (before I proceed any farther ) but 


remark the care of God oyer, and his goodne(s 
| to 
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to his Church, that he ſhould ſo fully acquaint us 
with, as the nature,{o the true tenour of the Co» 
venant, at the frſt eſtabliſhment of it with the 
Father of the faithful; that ſo if any doubt ſhould 
after ariſe, they might have recourſe to themrſt 
eſtabliſhment, and from thence receive ſatisfaci- 
bn. And no wonder though his will relating to 
the Infant-ſced of his people ſhould be more {pa=- 
ringly ſpoken to afterwards, when it is fo fully 
and plainly reveiled at the firſt entrance into Co» 
rug with Abraham, and the faithful as his 

ccd. 


CHAP. VI. 


Ar. Danvers his Four laſt Grounds reſpe- 
Fing the Covenant conſidered ; The un- 
ſoundneſs of his Reſolutions of thene 
ſhewed : The true Reſolutions of theme 
given and proved ;: The Argument 
drawn from the Covenant how firength- 


ned thereby, ſhewed. 


"THe next thing enquired into is, Whether Cir- 
cumciſion was a ſeal of the New Covenant to 
Believers and their ſeed ? 

Anſw. TheTerms and Phraſes our Author hath 
ſeen meet to uſe, his yarying of them, together 
with his uncouth and unſcriptural expreſſions 
and impertinencies plainly ſhew for whoſe fake 
he wrote, Butſuch things fignific _ - 

| thoſe 
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thoſe vobo as Elihu ſpeaks, have ears to try words 
as well as mouths to taſt meat. That which he 
is to enquire after, (if hisenquiry be any thing to 
purpoſe) is, Whether Circumciſion were a ſeal of 
the _—_ of Grace as entred with Abraham and 
bis ſeed in their Generations, to the people of God 
and their Children or Infant-ſeed, This he ſeems 
to be very far from yielding, for he firſt denyes 
it to be ſo much as a ſeal to them, and Secondly, 
which muſt needs follow, he much more denyes 
it to be q (cal of the New Coyenant, that is the 
Covenant of Grace, and gives ſome kind of rea- 
ſons,ſuch as they are, for thoſe his denyals. : 
# But having elſewhere proved b 

from Heaven ſeveral ( i me th I ſay) l 
245 *3t © hope irretragable Arguments, that 

Circumcifion was a ſeal to all thoſe 
who were the due ſubjeQs of it (and when I 
prove it to be a ſeal, I meanit was ſo of the Co» 
venant of Grace) I ſhall not need to ſay much 
more, freely appealing to all men of a competent 
underſtanding , and not greatly foreſtalled in 
their judgments? Whether our Authors Reafons 
do out=weigh thoſe Arguments? I ſhall there- 
fore briefly conſider his Reaſons and quickly dil+ 
mils the queſtion. 

That Circumciſion was a ſeal to Abraham,pwr 
Author cannot deny, but he conceives it was a 
ſeal only to him, and to no body elſe . The proof 
of this his conceit he ſeems to efſay two ways, 
Firſt by Reaſon, Secondly by humane Authort- 
ty, his reaſons-ſeem to be theſe two. 

Firſt, The thing that it was a ſeal, confirmation 
and ratification of to Abraham was incompatible ty 

: Infants, 
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Infants z fot ſo he expreſſeth himſelf, its true, it 
was & ſeal,confirmation and ratification of the faith 
that Abraham had long before he was Circamciſed, 
but ſo could it not be ſaid of any Infant that had no 

aith. 

, Auſw. It is a groſs miltake to fay that Circum- 
cition was a ſeal, confirmation or ratification of 
Abrabams faith; the ſcripture faith no ſuch thing, 
neither do the Authors he cites ſay any ſuch thing: 
They ſay according to Scripture, it was called 4 
ſeal of the riabrocaſirſ of Faith, becauſe it was gi- 
ven to Abraham as a ſeal and Teftimony of that righ« 
teouſueſt he had acquired by faith : They do not 
ſay as or Author, that it was a ſcal, confirmation 
or ratification of the Faith which Abraham had 
before he was circumciſed, but of the righteouſ- 
neſs of faith, Now that Infants are capable of 
the righteouſneſs of faith, though they cannot 
a& faith themſelves; is evident from that in- 
ſtance of Facob before mentioned, and I ſuppoſe 
our Author himſelf will not upon ſecond thoughts 
deny it : For I would ask him whether he thinks 
any Infants are either any way concerned in A- 
dams fin, or have any pollution or corruption of 
nature inherent in themſelves ? In a word, whe» 
ther there be any ſuch thing as Original fin, ci- 
ther Originans or Originatum? if there be, how 
come any Infants that dye in their Infancy treed 
from it, do they carry the guilt under which they 
came into the world into Heaven, or are they 
univerſally thrown into Hell? C ertainly it any 
of them be ſaved, it muſt be through the righte- 
ouſneſs of faith, that is, Gods non- imputation of 
the guilt to them and his acceptation of _ 
there- 
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thereupon as righteous through Chriſt, Now if 
they are capable of the righteouſneſs of faith, let 
him (hew any Scripture or Reaſon, why they 
might not have that righteouſneſs ſealed and 
confirmed to them by an outward andvilible ſign, 
So this firſt Reaſon is a mere trifle, ſignihes no» 
thing at all, let us (ce his other therefore. 
Secondly, He argues from the ſingularity or 
ſpeciality of the promiſes made to Abrabam, and 
thus he inſtances in four promiſes, Firſt, that be 
ſhoxld be the Father of many Nations.Secondly, The 
father of theF aithful,Thirdly,The heir of the world. 
Fourthly, That in him all the Families of the earth 
ſhould be bleſſed : Now he acknowledgeth that 
Circumciſion was a ſcal or confirmation (witneſs 
he calls it, but that's the thing I judge he intends) 
of theſe promiſes to Abraham, but becauſe none 
of his ſeed had any of theſe promiſes appertaining 
to them, therefore he conceives it could not be 
a feal unto them. | 
Auſw; Let it be obſerved, that our Author had 
in his anſwer to his ſecond queſtion, inftanced in 
(at leaſt) ſome of theſe promiſes, as the promiles 
that were made to Abraham as a ſpiritual Father, 
and of which he ſaith, they in a ſpecial manner be- 
long to the Covenant of Grace, and here he faith 
that Circumcifthon was a witneſs to, or did ſeal 
and confirm theſe promiſes to Abrabam 3 ſo that 
according to ozr Authors own acknowledgment, 
this carnal Ordinance of Circumcihtion, as our 
oppolers uſually call it, might be, yca was aſcal 
of the moſt ſpiritual part or promifes ot the New 
Covenant to Abraham: Yet (ſuch is the power of 
prejudice) he will not allow it to be a (cal, rn 
mue 
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muchas of the moſi carnal, or temporal promiſe 
to any of his ſeed. But ſure he will not meet with 
many (unleſs alike prejudiced with himſelf) but 
will be eafily perſwaded, that ſeeing Circumciſi- 
on was a ſeal to Abraham, of the moft ſpiritual 
part of the Covenant, it might (if it pleaſed God 
ſo to ordain it) be not only a ſeal of the tempo» 
ral, but alſo of the ſpiritual part of the Covenant 
to any or to all of Abrahams {ced; whether grown 
perſons or Infants, as well as it was to himſelf ; 
And the truth is, Circumciſion was the token, 
ſign or (cal of the whole Covenant, though it did 
ſeal and confirm the particular promiſes contain» 
edinit, to particular perſons according as they 
were reſpeQively intereſſed in them. Hence it 
is called the token of the Covenant, without any 
limitation of its uſe to any particular promiſes, zt 
ſhall be ({ays God {peaking of Circumciſion) 8 
token of the Covenant between me and you, Gen. 17, 
11. ButT ſhall leave this to the Judgment of all 
men, yea of our oppoſers themſelves, whether 
our Author hath ſaid any thing torenderit ſomuch 
as probable,that Circumciſion was not a ſeal to a- 
ny, unleſs to Abraham himſelf. But however, 
be this firſt thing true or no, yet he ſeems to be 
paſt all doubt , that Circumciſion could 
not be a ſeal of the New Covenant to Believers, 
and their ſeed ; therefore ſays he, much leſs was 
it a ſeal of the New Covenaut : This he endeavours 
to prove by this reaſon, (viz. ) becaxſe nothing is 
the ſeal of the New Teſtament, but only the ſpirit, 
for which Epbeſ. 1. 13. and 4.30.are cited. 
Anſvr. As it is ſomewhat difficult to guels at 
what.he would ſay, ſo unleſs he purpoſcly _— 
G 
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{ If ed to beguil his Reader; itcan be hardly thought 
himſelf knows what he does ſay : For to what 
purpoſe does he talk here of the New Teſtament, 
taking that phraſe in the New Teſtament ſence: 
| The New Teftament ſure he knows took not 
place till the death of the Teſtator, when Cirs 
cumciſion had a period put to it: And that the ſpi» 
rit was promiſed or given to the Fews or people 
of God under the firſt Teſtament,to be unto them 
| as the ſeal of the Covenant as then adminittred, is 
i an aſſertion that muſt owe its original to Mr. 
Danvers. But to bring the Reader out of this © - 
maze of nonſentical words, I (hall affirm it a dis © 
rect oppoſition to what he affirms, that Circum- : 
(| cifion was not only a ſcal to the people of -God 
= and their fced under the firſt Teftament, but waF. 
| a ſea] unto them of the Covenant of Grace: It 
F was a ſeal unto them of that Covenant cſtabliſh- 
cd with Abraham and his ſecd in their generations, 
[ But that was the Covenant of Grace; Thercfore 
(| Circumciſion was a {cal unto them of the Cove- 
if nant of Grace : That that Covenant was the Co-+ 
|! venant of Grace, the ſame under which Bclie- 
vers (till arez and that Circumciſion was a ſcal of 
that Covenant to all thoſe whether grown. per- 
fons or Infants, whe as under the Covenant had 
it duely applyed to them; and that Infants were 
under that Covenant hath been proved alrcady : 
Heace the Concluſion is undenyable. I ſhall only 
add one Argument more to prove what is affirms» 
| ed, (viz) That Circumciftion was a fecal of the 
| Covenant of Grace to all, whether Infants or 
| grown | ane 5p were the dueand proper ſub- 
xx&s of ic, and fo diſmiſs this queſtion. 
Arg. w hen' 
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Arg. When any Ordinance is appointed for, 
or applyed to ſeveral ſubje&s under one and the 
ſame notion, .look of what uſe that Ordinance is 
interpreted by the Holy Ghoſt himſelf, to be un- 
to any of them; of the ſame uſe it ;s,and ought to 
| beſo interpreted unto all, ſuppoſing them capable 
of ſuch an uſe, and God hath no where declared 


 hiswill that it ſhould not be of ſuch an uſe to them 


for whom it is appointed, and to whom it is du- 
- Iy applyed. But Circumcifion was appointed 
_ for and applycd to Abraham and all his ſeed, whe- 
\ ther Believers or their ſecd under one and the 


_©- fine notion; and is interpreted by the Holy 


. Ghoſt himſelf to be of this uſe (viz. ) a cal of the 
Coveriant of Grace unto Abraham : Therefore it 
& and ought to be interpreted of that uſe to all 
his ſeed, whether Believers or their ſeed, who art 
| the dueand proper ſubjects of it. For the major 
propoſition, the truth of that is paſt all rational 
doubt, the denyal of it will give a ſhrewd ſtroke 
to the faith and comfort of all bclievecrs. 

For the minor propoſition, that conſilts of 
two branches, Firſt, that Circumcifion was ap= 
pointed for and applyed to Abraham and all his 
feed under one and the ſame notion (z1z.) as the 
token of the Covenant, this is the expreſs words 
of the text, Gen. 17. 11. 

Secondly, That it is interpreted by the Holy 
Ghoſt himſelf to be unto him a ſeal of the Cove- 
nant of Grace : It is interpreted to he a ſcal of the 
promiſe of the Covenant of Grace, and conlc- 
quently of the Covenant conſtituted and made up 
of thoſe promites 3 that it waa ſcal of the pro 
miles of, or belonging o the Covenent of Grace, 

H Tis 
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oxr Amthor himſclf acknowledgeth, and is undee 
nyable from that Row. 4. 11, and hence our 
concluſion will undenyably follow. We ſee then 
firſt, that the Covenant eſtabliſhed with Abraham 
and his ſeed in their generations was the Cove- 
nant of Grace, the very ſame with that Believers 
are ſtill under. Secondly, that the promiſes of 
the Covenant, and conſequently the Covenant 
it ſelf, did belong to Abrahams natural ſeed im- 
mediately procceding from his own loyns, as well 
as to his ſpiritual : And Thirdly, that Circumci- 
fion was the ſeal of the Covenant of Grace that 
Covenant of which it was the ſcal being the Co- 
venant of Grace : As for what our Author adds 
in the cloſe of this queſtion concerning Baptiſm, 
as it concerns not the preſent queſtion, ſo'it is of 
no conlideration in it felt, though I may touch 
upon it in its proper place, yet let me ſay, as it 
does greatly rctic& upon any to write, fo it ſeems 

ſ>mewhat to refle& upon the underſtanding of 
all men, to anſwer ſuch trifles as theſe : It argue 

ing a very low ebb of humane reaſon that any 

man ſhould need help to ſee the vanity of them : 

But to procecd, 

5. The tifth thing or Author propoſes for his 
examination is, Whether Circumciſion was admi-« 
niſtred to Believers as Believers, and to their ſeed 
after them as ſuch, to which Baptiſm was to correſ- 
ſpond. This our Author vehemently denyes, with 
what reaſon will ſoon appear 3 only as previous 
to the conſideration of his determination of this 
queſtion, and giving the true ſolution of it, I 
muſt a little open the true ſence and meaning, of 
it: And thus, when it is qucricd, whether Cir 
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cutncifion was adminifired to believers as belic- 
vers? the meaning muſt necds be (otherwiſe we 
21e not at all concern'd in ity) whether Circums« 
cition was de jure, according to the inſtitution 
adminiſtrcd, or to be adminiſtred to bclievers, as 
believers? that it might be defatio adminiltred to 
others than de jure it ought to be is unqueſtiona- 
ble : How os to whom it was at any time admis» 
niſtred, concerns not usz but how or to whom 
:t was adminiſtred, when adminiſtred according 
to the mind of God in the inſtitution, So then 
the queſtion is, whether Circumciſion according, 
to the will and appointment of God, was or ought 
to be adminiltred to Believersas Believers ? Why 
our Author uſeth New Teſtament terms and phra- 
ſes, when ſpeaking with reſpeR to the Old Te- 
ſtament times he krows belt. But by believers 
we are to underſtand ſuch as according to that 
adminiſtration were to be accounted and reputed 
the Covenant people of God, ſuch who accord- 
ing to the terms then propoſed, might warranta= 
bly lay claim to that promiſe of Gods being aGod 
to them; what was a ſure ground for ſuch a claim 
we determine not, it concerns not our preſent 
purpole : Our only enquiry at preſent is, whes 
ther Circumciſion was according to the will of 
God adminiftred to the Covenant people of God, 
or to perſons as perſonally accepting of, and per- 
forming the terms or conditions of the Covenant 
as then adminiftred,and that as ſuch, and to their 
{ced as {uch? Or whether it was not adminilſtred 
to men upon ſome other account, as ſuppoſe 
their 1elation to Abraham as his natural polterity 
or the like, and conſequently whether there be 
H 2 Mm 
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In this particular, a correſpondency between the 
adminiſtration of Circumciſion and the admini- 
ſtration of Baptiſm, ſo that this one queſtion may 
be branched out into three diſtin& queſtions. 

I ſhall begin with the Firſt : And that is, whe- 
ther Circumciſion was according to the will of 
God adminiftred to believers as believers, that 
1s, to perſons as perſonally accepting of, and per- 
forming the conditions of the Covenant of Grace, 
as adminiſtred under the firſt Teſtament and that 
as ſuch? 

Our Author is ſtill on the negative part, he is 
very poſitive it was not, and he gives this reaſon 
of his perſwaſion : For, ſays he, it was an Ordi- 
nance which by the inſtitution belonged to all the na> 
tural lineage and poſterity of Abraham, good or bad, 
without any ſuch limitation as is put upon Baptiſm, 
if thou believeſt with all thy heart thou mayſt : But 
ſure he could not but ſuſpe&,there would beſome 
fincere enquirers after the mind of God relating; 
to Infant-baptiſm, who cannot pin their faith 
upon his ſleeve, cannot reſt ſatisfied with his bare 
word 3 therefore he ſhould have proved this his 
aſſertion, which he attempts not to do, either by 
Scripture, Reaſon or Authority : And therefore 
without any more ado I muſt enter my diſſent, 
and do on the contrary afirm,that Circumciſion 
whenever adminiſtred to the Adult, in caſe it 
was adminiltred according to the inſtitution, it 
was to believers as believers, taking that term 
believers as before opened. Now the clearing up 
and proving this ſo highly conducing unto the 
eltabliſhing the Doctrine and praQice of Infant- 
baptiſm, I ſhall ſomewhat largely-infalt upon ir 
TI | an 
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and for the .pxoof of -it 1 would offer theſe two 
Arguments., | | 

Firſt, If all the Adult or grown perſons that 
ever had Circumciſion duly adminifired unto 
them were believers, and there was no other 
- ground upon which it could be adminiſtred to 

them, then it was adminiſtred to them as belie- 
vers: Butall the Adult or grown perſons uni- 
yerſally, that had Circumciſion duly adminiſtred 
to them were believers, and there was no other 
ground upon which it could be rightfully admi- 
.niftred to them, Therefore,e*c. | 
- The conſequence in the major propoſition, I 
| conceive will meet with no oppolition: I ſup- 
paſe if it be evident, that all grown perſons uni- 
verſally, none excepted, that had Circumciſion 
adminiſtred according to the inſtitution were be- 
lievers, and there was no other ground but only 
their faith, or perſonal acceptation and perfor- 
mance of the terms of the Covenant, upon which 
it could be rightfully applycd to them, then this 
conſequence will evidently follow, they muſt 
needs have it adminiſtred to them as believers, 
*Tis therefore only the minor propoſition that 
needs proof and in order to a more clear pro- 
cecding in the proof of it, we muſt neceſſarily 
diftingui(h of the Adult or grown. perſons who 
had Circumciſion adminiſtred to thewz and thus 
ſome of them were ſui juris, had a full liberty and 
freedom of choice whether to accept or not ac- 
cept of the Covenant upon ſuch texms; others 
were alterixs juris, under the dominion and dif 
poſe of ſome other perſon : Thus for all the A- 
dult in Abrahams or any other believers family, 
7 Wh who 
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who were ſervants either bortt in the houſe; / oy 
boyght with money : Now what was the: cafe 
of this latter ſort of grown pe&fons,' and howifar 
the determination of the quieſtibn before us as it 
relates unto them coneerns out preſent- purpoſe 
fhall be confidered hereafter. -- At: preſent, ler it 
be temembred, that what Taffirfn, it is only-of 
perſons who. were fi juris, 'who were'at theit 
own difpoſe, and I ſay in reſpe of ſuch al] and 
that univerſally-that ever hadCixetimeiſion rights 
fully adriniſtxed to them, they were Believers 
in the ſence before opened : This will'appear by 
mſtancing i in'all: thoſe that the Scripture records 
to have had Circamcifion adminiftred to them; 
when adalt or: grown to ripeneſs-of' years 4 and 
ſhewing that they were believers, Apd thus the 
Seripture gives us no account of any circumcifed 
when adult, but Abraham and thoſe of his poſte- 
rity- whoſe Cirevnicifion was omitted in the wil- 
"at Hy and ſuch who from amohg the Gentifes 

came proſe}ytes to the Jewiſh Church, and al 
thoſe theScripture evidently declares to haye been 
belicvers. 

Firſt, For Abraham himfelf, none will dery 
that he was 2 believer: And therefore 

Secondly , For thoſe of his pofterity whoſe 
Circumciſion was omitted in the wilderneſs, and 
who werecircumcifed at their firft entrance into 
the land ef Canaay,an account of which we have 
Foſh. 5. 3. &c. Now that theſe were believers, is 
fuffciently evident, for 

Firſt, God himſelf gives this teſtimony of 
them, that they were ſuch as had clcaved to him 
when otherg had apoſtatized from him, Dent. 4, 
34 Secondly, 
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Secondly, They were ſuch as had newly rc- 
newed their Covenant with God, they had a- 
vouched God to be their God.and he had avouch- 
ed them to be his people, twenty ſixth of Dext, 
17, 18. Verſes, compared with the twenty ninth 
of Deuteronomy,the beginning : Theſe two things 
ſufficiently evidence theſe to be Believers, and 
they had done nothing to evidence their infin- 
cerity , but had ſeveral wayes evidenced it, and 
therefore 

Thirdly , for ſuch who from among the 
Gentiles did become Proſelytes to the Fewiſh 
Church ; Now I do not remember that the Scri» 
ptures do record any particular inftance of any 
of theſe to have been circumciſed ; but that ſuch 
were to be, and that ſore ſuch were circumciſed 
is ſufficiently clear from Scripture , and that 
when any ſuch had circumciſion rightfully ad- 
miniſtred to them , that they were believers is 
evident. 

Firſt , from the qualification preſuppoſed to 
their regular receiving cireumciſton, they muſt 
be ſuch as would keep the Paſſover to the Lord, 
twelfth of Exodus forty eighth Verſe. Mark, it 
was not enough that they did defire to keep the 
Paſſover, but they muſt be ſuch as did proteſſede 
ly propoſe that end to themſelves, viz. to krep it 
#0 the Lord, and Paſſover here ſeems to be put: per 
Synechdochen partis , for the whole Worſhip of 
God ; and fo the meaning is this 3 it any would 
give up themſclves to God, and take him for 
their God, and worſhip and ſerve him according 
to the Ordinances of Worſhip then inſtituted 3 
they mult be circumciſed : So that the qualifica- 
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tions requilite to their circumciſion do nieceſſarily 
imply: them to be believers. | 

Secondly, this is evident from God's alike 
entering into Covenant with them, as he did 
with the Jewes , Dent. 2g. 11, 15. Now God's 
entering into Covenant with them doth neceſſa- 
\ rily imply them to be Believers, in as much as 
the Covenant, when centred with grown perſons, 
1s mutual, as God avoucheth ſuch to be his peo- 
ple; ſo they muſt avouch him to be their God, 
otherwiſe the Covenant could not be entred with 
them. | | 

Thirdly , this is yet further evident by the 
deſcriptions the Holy Ghoſt gives of ſuch Pro- 
ſelytes 3 thus they are ſometimes deſcribed by 
their putting their truſt under the wings of the 
God of I(racl, Ruth 2. 12, Sometimes by their 
taking bold of the Covenant , and joyning them- 
ſelves to the Lord, Iſaiah 56 3, which, though 
it be a Propheſie of the converſion of the Gen- 
tiles in New Teſtament Times, yet plainly al- 
ludes to the Profſelytes under the firſt Teſtament, 
and ſhews us what they did or ought to do in 
order to their incorporation into the Church of 
the Jews z and as a further confirmation of. this, 
Fewiſh Authors give us a large account what 
care was taken in the admiſſion of Proſelytes to 
circumciſion , leſt they ſhould have ſome by re- 
{pe& in their defiring of it; thus they diligent= 
ly enquired whether they were not fallen in love 
with ſome Fewiſh woman, and the like : So that 
from what hath been ſaid , it fully appears that 
all thoſe univerſally, that had circumcition right- 
fully adminiſtred to them , they were belevers': 
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If any ſhall ſay, there might be fome other 
ground upon which circumciſion was adminis-' 
fired to them, letthat ground be (hewed ; If the' 
Scriptures declare no other ground;then we may 
conclude there was none 3 But the Scriptures' 
declare no other ground, Therefore we may Con-- 
clude there was none; and that there was indeed” 
no other ground upon which circumcifion was: 
adminiftred to them will more fully appear by 
our ſecond Argument, which is | 

Secandly , if none of Abraham's Lineage or 

Poſterity , beyond thoſe that did immediately 
proceed from his own Loyns could have cir»' 
cumcifton duly adminiſtred to them upon that 
ground or account of their relation to him as 
his natural ſeed , then none could have it right- 
fully adminiſtred to them upon any other ground 
than their own perſonal faith, or acceptance and 
performance of the terms of the Covenant 3 
and conſequently all that had circumciſion right» 
fully adminiſtred to them it was as believers : 
But the former is true ; Therctore the latter. 

For the conſequence in the major Propoſition, 
that .is grounded upon this ſuppoſition ( viz.) 

That mens relation to Abraham as his Children, 
though mcdiately deſcended from -him, is the 
chief and -principal 'ground that can be imagi» 
ned to be a ſufficient ground upon which cir- 
cumcifion could be rightfully adminiſtred to any; 
now'if it:could not be rightfully adminiſtrcd 
upon that ground , much leſs upon any other : 
But I judge (and therefore ſhall ſurceaſe any fur- 
ther proot of it ) this will receive a ready ac» 
knowledgment from our oppoſers —— 

\ F ence 
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hence our. Anthor only inftanceth in this as the 
ground upon which circumciſion could be ad- 
miniſtred to perſons whether good or bad. . 

It is the Minor that requires proof, owr Author 
aſſerts the dire& contrary ,; but how unreaſona- 
bly we ſhall now ſeg3 That then which we are 
to prove is this, iz. that none of Abraham's Po- 
Kerity or Lineage beyond thoſe, immediately def(- 
cending from his own Loyns, could have cir» 
cumcifion adminiſtred to them according to 
Divine Inſtitution upon that ground, ,viz. their 
relation to him as his Children, and confequent- 
ly. none elfe could havg it rightfully adminiſtred 
to them upon any other ground ' whatſoever ; 
but whoever: had it. rightfully adminiſtred to 
them , it was as they were belieyers ; this I ſhall 
pos by this Argument 3 If circumciſion could 

adminiſtred to none of Abraham's Lineage or 
Poſterity , whether Infants or grown perſons 3 
but upon the account of their precedent intereſt 
in and right to the Covenant and the promiſes 
thereof , of which it was:the; token ; and none 
of Abreham's adult feed mediately proceeding, 
from him had a right ta ox intereſt in that Cove- 
nant , but ſuch as did perfonally) accept of ' and 
perform the conditions therebf, then none of his 
adult Lineage or. Poſtexity mediately deſcended 
from him could have Circumcifon rightfully ad- 
miniſired to them upon the ground or account 
of that their relation to him as his naturab Chil- 
dren mediatly deſcended from him 3 But the for- 
mer is true z Therefore the latter; Here again the 
Conſequence in the Major Propoſition will have 
no gainſay , but the Minox needs proot. ow 
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that conſiſts of two Propoſitions. 

Firſt , that none ought according to the Inſt 
tution to have Circumciſion adminijſtred to them, 
but ſuch as had a precedent intereſt in, and right 
to the C ovenant and the promiſes of it this is 
' too evident to admit of any rational contradl>. 
ion for 

Firſt , it is evident from the notion under 
which circumciſion was commanded 3 it was 
commanded under that notion, viz. as the token 
of the Covenant : Now how unreaſonable would 
it be to imagine that God ſhould appoint cir» 
cumciſion to be applied to any under that notion 
as the token of his Covenant, who 
had no right to or intereſt in the —Y 
Covenant 3 how could it be the 
token of the Covenant to any unintereſſed in the 
Covenant 3 but of this more elſewhere. 

Secondly, this is evident, becauſe the applica» 
tion and reception of Circumciſion was a keep» 
ing the Covenant 3 now how the Covenant can 
be ſaid to be kept by the application and recept- 
on of Circumciſion, unleſs the ſubjes to whom 
it was applied were in Covenant is impolhble to 
be imagined 3 can a perſon keep the Covenant 
that is not in Covenant ? What is keeping the 
Covenant, but a performing the conditions of 
the Covenant on man's part ? And can any man 
perform the conditions of the Covenant , and 
yet haveno right to, or intercſt in the Covenant, 
or the promiles of it ? 

Thirdly, this is further evident, becauſe inte» 
reſt in the Covenant is the ground of the com» 
mand concerning the applicatiog and reception 
of circumciſion, | | Fourthly, 
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Fourthly, this is yet further evident, becauſe 
otherwiſe God could not truly fay of Circumci» 
Gon, : when duly applicd , it is the token of the 
Gommant between him, and the party to whom 
itis applied ; of both theſe things I have ſpoken 
largely in the place forecited. 

Fittlfly, it is evident from hence, viz. becauſe 
otherwiſe” it had' been the univerſal duty of all 
Abraham's natural ſeed, whether thoſe deſcended 
from Iſmael and Eſar, or from Iſaac, to have 
continued the practice of circumciſion , not- 
withſtanding their utter apoſtaſie from and re- 
jection of God, and his utter rejeRion of them 


- from being his people : But who -can imagine 


that circumciſion was or could have been duly 
applyed to the Edomites or Ihmalites when aQ- 
ing in wages of greateſt oppoſition to, and re- 
bellion againſt God ? and what abſurdities would 


_ follow upon ſuch an aſſertion might cafily he de- 


clared : It is alſo inconſiſtent with what our Au- 
thor himſelf hath elſewhere affirmed of circum- 
ciſion:; But why ſhould I enlarge upon the con- 
firmation of that, the truth of which ſhines forth 
with a noon-light clearneſs. And from what 
hath been ſaid, it undeniably follows, that none. 
were circumciſed by vertue of any command 
from God, but ſuch as were received into Coye- 
nant 3 contrary to what our Author affirms in 
his reſolution of the firſt queſtion 3 but let that 
ſuffice for the confirmation of the firſt Propo- 
ſition, 

- 2, Propoſ. The ſecond Propoſition,” is that 
none of Abraham's adult. ſecd , none of his na- 
tural ſeed grown up to years of maturity,had an 

| | intereſt 
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Intereſt in or right to the Covenant or promiſes 
thereof , but ſuch as did perſonally accept of 
and perform the terms or conditions of the Co- 
venant,or according to our Author's Phraſe, were 
believers. | 

This I have proved by three Ar- 
guments elſewhere , let me add 
theſe two or three more. 

Arg. 1. Firſt, if any of Abraham's Lineage or 
Poſterity, beyond thoſe that did immediately proe 
ceed from his own Loyns , had a right to or in- 
tereſt in the Covenant meerly as of his Lineage 
and Pofſterity, then all his Lineage and Poſterity 
had a like right to and intereft in the Covenant 3 
But all his Lineage and Pofterity had not an inte- 
reſt in, or right to the Covenant : Therefore 
none had meerly as of his Lineage and Poſterity ; 
The truth of the conſequence in the major pro- 
poſition ſtands firm upon that univertally re. 
ceived Maxim, A qnateuus ad omne valet conſe« 
quentia;,. look what may be predicated of, or 
may be laid claim toby any one man, quateres 
bomo , meerly as a man, that may be predicated 
of, and laid claim to by all men univerſally ; ſo 
in this caſe , but now it is infallibly certain that 
all the Lineage and Poſterity of Abraham had not 
an intereſt in the Covenant , therefore none of 
them had meerly as his Lineage and Poſterity, 

Arg. 2: Secondly , it Abraham's natural Li- 
neage and Poſlterity, beyond thofe immcdiately 
proceeding trom his own Lovns, had had an in» 
tereſt inand right to the Covenant meerly as his 
Lineage and Poſtcrity., then Covenant breaking 
ca their-paxt kad been impoſſible 3 But Covenant 

breaking 
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| breaking on their part was not impoſhible, Theres 
fore, &c. I. 

The conſequence in the major propoktion is 
evident by this, viz. Becaule then their relation 
to Abraham as his Lineage and Poſterity had been 
the only and alone condition of the Covenant 
on their parts, nothing more had been ſimply 
and. abſolutely ncccffary to their intereſt in and 
right to the Covenant 3 but only that theiy re- 
lation to Abrabanr: As in the caſe of his Children 
immediately procceding from his own Loyns, 
they had an intexelt in the Covenant meerly as 
his natural (ced , and hence nothing more was 
neceſſary to that their intereſt , but only their . 
deſcent from and relation to him as his Seed or J- 
Children : So in caſe the Covenant had extend- If 
ed to all his natural Lincage and Poſierity, as it 
did to thoſe immediately procecding from his 
own Loyns, their caſe had been one and the 
ſame : Now there can be no breach of the Co-- F-. 
venant on man's part, but through his failing - | 

and coming ſhort in the conditions of the Co- | 
venant : Hence fuppoſe the -Fews meer relation 
to Abraham as his Lineage and Poſterity had been 
the alone condition of their intereſt in the Co- 
venant, it would have been impoſſible for them . 
to break the Covenant 3 in as much as their lin, . * 
whether of omiſſion or commiſhon could not = 
diſſolve that their relation to Abraham; No mo- : 
ra] evil can diſſolve a natural relation 3 hence 
while their relation to Abraham as his Lineage |. 
and Poſterity had continucd, their Covenant in- * |.:: 
texelt would have continued. But now ( which +: |: 
& our minor Propoſition) that Covenant break- 
wg . 
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- ing was not impoſſible unto them, the rejetion 

- of Iſhmael and his Poſterity , of Eſau and his 
Poſterity , of the ten Tribes firſt, and. after of 
the Jews, is abundant evidence : How ſuch as 
. are received into the Covenant of Grace in their 
infancy , may be faid to break Covenant z and 
how that their breach of Covenant is conſiſtent 
with the unchangeableneſs of the Covenant of 
Grace, and with the Doctrine of the Saints per- 
ſeverance I have ſhewed elſewhere. 

Arg. 3. 1f Abraban's natural Lineage and Po- 
ſerity, beyond thoſe proceeding from his own 
Loyns, had not an intereſt in , and right to the 
Covenant, meerly as ſuch, then none of them 
could have been juſtly and righteouſly , finally 
cut off, excluded from, or caſt out of , either the 
Covenant or Commonwealth of Iſrael , either 
by the. immediate hand of God , orby any Ec- 
cieſiattical cenſure 3 But fome of the Lineage or 
Poſterity of Abrabam might be juſtly and righte- 
ouſly cut off, excluded from, and caſt out of, 
both the Covenant and Commonwealth of Iſrael, 
and that cither by the immediate hand of God, 

or by an Eccleſiaſtical cenſure ; Therefore, &c, 
' The conſequence in the major Propoſition-is 
. firm upon thisground, viz, that nothing could 
be ajuſt cauſe tor ſuch acutting off, or excluding 
from, and caſting out of either the Covenant or 
' Commonwealth of Iſrael, but what did nullifie 
their intereſt in the Covenant : To deprivea man 
of what he hath a juſt intereſt in, and title to is 
unjuſt 3 now it the interett of the Fews in the 
Covenant. did meerly depend upon their relati- 


> .on to Abraham, as his Lincage or Poſterity, it is 
| impoſhble 
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-impoſlible their intereſt could ceaſe while that 
their relation did continue, and conſequently for 
them, or any of them to have been hinally cut of . 
From, ot caſt but of cither the Covenant or com- 
-monwealth of Iſrael, either by the immediate 
-hand of God, or by any Eccleſiaſtical cenſareghad 
been unjuſt or unrighteous: But now that fome 
of them or any of them, in ſome caſes might be 
juſtly and righteoufly fnally cut off, excluded 
from, and catt out of either the Covenant, or 
Commonwealth of Iſrael, and that either by the 
immediate hand of God, or by ſome Eccleſiaſti» 
cal cenſure, is evident both from Scriptures and 
Jewiſh Authors: To what end were threatnings 
- given out,unleſs their execution had been juſt and 
righteous? now how often does God threaten 
that whoſoever ſhould be guilty of ſuch or ſuch 
ſins, they ſhould be cut off from their people ? and 
ſome of theſe cuttings off did extend to a final exe 
cluſton from the Covenant, and all the benetits 
of it: So that not to enlarge (though other argue 
ments might be added ) from what hath been ſaid, 
it evidentlyappears that none of Abrahams lincage 
or poſterity beyond thofe immediately procced- 
ing from his own loyns,had an intereſt in the Co- 
venant merely as ſuch, and if none,then not the 
Adult, and conſequently unto their intereſt there 
was indiſpenfibly required their own pcrlonal 
faith: Thus we ſee both branches of our ſecond 
argument fully proved : And hence the conclu- 
fion undenyably follows (viz.) that none of 4- 
brabams adult feed, beyond thoſe that did imme- 
diately proceed fram his own loyns, that were 
ſit joris, (tor of fuch we arc yet ſpeaking) bad 
| Circumcijron 
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Circumciſion duly adminiſtred to them by vertue 
of their relation to him as his natural ſced;z and 
- conſequently whocver of them had Circumcition 
rightfully adminiſired to them, it was as they 
were believers. But LOANS hs 
Secondly, I (hall alittle touch upon the queſij- 
on, as it may concern ſuch who were alterins ju- 
ris, who were at the dilpoſe, as being under the 
dominion.,of others 3 of this fort were all thoſe 
who were born in the houſes of, or bought with mo= 
ney by Abraham, or any of the Covenant people of 
God in attcr ages, who had Circumciſion adminie 
ſired to them when adult: The command was; 
that he that was bought with money or born in the 
houſe ſhould be circumciſed,as well as their natural 
thildren, and ſome of theſe might be, (as it is e= 
vident ſome of them in Abravams family were) 
adult or grown perſons : Now the queſtion is, 
whether it was neceſſary in order to theſe, having 
Circumciſion adminiftred to them, that they 
ſhould be believers, or whether ſuch might nor, 
yea ought not to have Circumciſion adminiſtred, 
as merely appertayning tothe tamily of the peo- 
ple of God whether they were good or bad ? _ 
Now for this | ſhall but briefly touch upon it, 
becauſe it concerns not the praQicein controver- 
fie between us, I ſhall therefore only offer to cons 
fideration theſe few things, and come to the fc- 
cond quettion. dee: 
Firſt, That ſuch as we now ſpeak of had the 
promulſes of the Covenant, and confequently the 
Covepant it felt extended to them, as well as 
they had or were £0. have £2: motion admin. 
fixce co them, this i: evident both & proeri,, 2nd 
a pofitt1914, f Fiſk. 
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Firſt, 4 priori, and thus it was promiſed to 
Abraham, that all thefamilies of tbe earth ſhould be 
bleſſed in him, Gen. 12, 3. that is in him and in 
his ſeed, for ſo the promiſe is expreſt when re« 
newed to Jacob, Gen. 28. 14. and by {eed,though 
we are to underſtand Chrili as chicfly and princi» 
. pally,yet is the myſtical ſeed of Abrabam as ſubor- 
dinately and les principally, intended : So that 
both Abrabam and his myſtical ſeed are accord- 
ing to this promiſe made and conſtitutcd a bletling 
to their reſpective families, or their reſpe@ive 
familics are bleſſed in them 3 and let it be obſer- 
ved, it is not only thcir natural children but their 
familics that are intcrelicd in this bleſſing : Now 
this bleſſing was, intercſt in the Covenant, and 
hence it is that God promiſes, to be the God of all 
the families of Iſrael, Fer. 31. 1. and hence falva- 
tion is ſaid to come to the houſes of Believers, ſalva- 
tion is this day come to this bouſe, ſays Chriſt of 
Zacbews his houſe : So the promile of ſalvation is 
made to the houſe of believers, Believe in the 
Lord Feſus and thou ſhalt be ſaved and thy bouſe,ſays 
Paul to the Jaylor , A&s. 16. All which Scri- 
ptures do ſkew, that Abrahams ſeed are blef- 
tings to their reſpective houſes, and that they are 
ſo as they do convey an intereſt in the Covenant 
and promiſes thereof unto them. 

Secondly, This is evident a poſteriori, from 
the reference that Circumciſion had to the Cove» 
nant, it was to be applyed to none but to ſuch 
as were in Covenant, as has been before proved : 
So that I ſay, thoſe to whom Circumcition was 
or was to be adminiſired, they had a precedent 
right to and intereſt in the Covenant, they _ 

under 
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under a promiſe of Gods being a God to them, 

Secondly, 1 would offer this to conſideration, 
that as Abrabam, (o all other Maſters or Govers 
nours of families, they hada right to diſpoſe of, 
and an{werably they ought todedicate thoſe, we 
now ſpeak of, up to God, and thereupon teach 
them his ways and command them as to takeGod 
for theix God, ſo to walk in his ways. And 
hence it is to be obſerved, that none were to be 
circumciſed but ſuch as they had a right and pows 
er to diſpoſe of in a ſubordination unto God,they 
were to be ſuch as were properly their own , and 
hence it muſt needs be their duty to dedicate and 
give them up to God, and infiru& them in his 
ways; and this God does,as I may ſo ſpeak, pro- 
miſe to himſelf concerning Abraham, Gen. 18.g. 
For I kxow Abrabam tbat be will command his chil- 
dren aud bis bouſhold, axd they ſhall keep the way 
of the Lord : He will not only command his chil- 
dren but his houſhold. 

Thirdly, That as when the people of God are 
faithful in the diſcharge of their duty, God does 
uſually concur with them therein with his bleſ- 
ſingz ſo this command concerning the Circumci- 
ſion of the perſons we now ſpeak of, ſeems to be 
grounded upon a ſuppoſal of both, (viz. ) that 
the people of God were and would be faithful in 
the diſcharge of their duty towards thoſe born 
in their houſe or bought with their money, and 
that they had a bleſſing attending them therein. 
And hence we may 

Fourthly, conclude, that all thoſe born in the 
houſe or bought with money, who were adult, 
Aid make (uch a viſible profethton of their owning 
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God as their God, and accepting of the Cove» 
nant as entred with them, as did give a rational 
ground to hope they were fincere therein, It 
cannot rationally be ſuppoſed that ſuch ſhould be 
received into the Church by Circumciſion of 
whom they had juſt ground to conclude they 
ſhould be immediately caſt out again, as in caſe 
of their manifeſting their non acceptation of the 
terms of the Covenant by any overt aq, they 
ought to be. Surely if 7{mael one of Abrahams 
natural {eed, was caſt out upon the firſt diſcove- 
ry of his rejcction of the Covenant, it cannot be 
rationally imagined, that any grown pcrſons 
ſhould be received into it, but upon a vitible ma» 
niteſtation of their acceptation of it : So that the 
true reſolution of this queſtion, as it reſpes the 
perſons we now ſpeak of.js this, that though the 
Covenant extended tothem, and they had a vis 
ſible title to it as-of, or belonging to ſuch a Famis 
ly, yctin order to the regular adminittration of 
Circumcifion to them, it was neceſſary that they 
did viſibly manifeſt their perſonal acceptation of 
it, and reſolution to keep it : But this not con» 
cerning, our main queſiion, I ſhall add no more 
toit, but proceed to the ſccond queſtion, and 
that is, 

Dneft. 2. Whether Circumcifon was adminiſired 
to the feed of Believers as ſuch? That is merely 
as the ſced of {uch believing parents : Our Author 
ſill holds the negative, that they had not; we 
the affirmative that they had. 

All the reafon he gives for his perſwaſjon is 
this, that zo ſuch qualification was required to ax 
Tefants Circumciſion, that be ſhonld have a believ- 
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ing parent : The vanity and ungroundedneſs. of 
which ſufficiently appearsfrom what hath been 
already ſaid, for it ſo be the duc adminiſtration of 
Circumciſion to thcAdult aforcuncircumciſcd,did 
neceſſarily prefuppole their faith as we have alrea-» 
dy ſeen it did, then pali all rational doubt, unto 
the due adminiſtration of Circumciſion to their 
Infants, it was neceſſary that they themſelves 
ſhould be believers ; If faith was required to 
their own Circumcition, it mult needs be alike 
required to their ſeeds Circumciſion who derived 
their right thereunto from them : This might be 
further enlarged upon, but ſuppoling the truth 
of what hath bcen already diſcourſcd,the truth of 
what we here affirm will evidently appear to all 
rational and intelligent perſons; for it ſo be,none 
could have Circumciſion adminiſtred to them, 
but ſuch as had an intereſt in and right to the Co- 
venant,ot which it was the ſign or token: Then it 
undenyably follows , that lnfaiits iy order to 
the duc adminiſtration of Circumciſion to them, 
muſ; needs have an intercſt in, and title to the 
Covenant : And how could Infants come to that 
intereſt? it could not be by any perſonal act of 
their own, it was not as related to Abraham, 
as of his lineage and poſterity > for we have (cen 
already, that none of his lineage or poſterity had 
actual and perſonal intercſi in the Covenant, be- 
yond ſuch as did immediately procced from 
his own loyns, by vertue of their rclation to 
him : Hence ,*their intcreſt muſt needs a- 
riſe fromGods cxtending his Covenant as en- 
tred with their parents unto them ; and the 
truth is that the promiſe to the ſeed, giving them 

1 3 their 
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their intereſt in, and tjtle to the Covenant is a 
branch of theCovenatitas made with the parents: 
Now unto the parentsentring&reception into the 
Covenant,their perſonal faith was required:F rom 
all.it will undenyably folow,that all Infants that 
had Circumciſion dutly adminiſired to them, it 
Wasas they were the {ced of believing parents. 
And from all it will yet further follow, as I 
haveelſewhere noted and deſire may be carefully 
obſerved, that all Abrahams natural ſeed and po- 
ftetity beyond thoſe proceeding from his own 
loyns, and that in their Infant tate; had the Co» 
venant with the ſign and token of it continued to 
them, and held their intereſt therein, till rejedt- 
ed of God (Firſt at the tranſportation of the ten 
tribes by Salmanazar, and after at the coming in 
6f the gofpel-adminiſtration) not merely as his 
natural but as his ſpiritual or myſtical ſced : Chil> 
dren as grown up to years of maturity were to 
accept and take hold of the Covenant into which 
they had admiffion in their infancy, as the ſeed 
of believing parents by perſonal faith and obedi- 
ence: Whereupon the confideration of their na- 
tural relation, cithcr to Abrgharg, or their believ- 
ins parents was laid aſide, and they ceaſed to 
ftand under the Covenant , by vertue of that 
their natural deſcent, either from Abraham or 
any of his ſeed, and now were continued under 
it, as being believers themſelves, and as ſuch did 
convey a right to the Covenant and token of it 
to their natural ſeed : So that tHe Church of the 
ews was a ſpiritual and myſtical not a carnal 
Chutch, as oxr Authcy without any true ground 
from ſcripture or reaſon Calls it, it was conftitit- 


ted 
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ted and made up of Abrahams myſtical ſeed, in- 
cluding their natural children immediately pro» 
ceeding from their own loyns, and that only du- 
ring their infant ſtate: For being grown to years 
of maturity they ought, ſuppoſing their reje&i- 
on of the Covenant,to have been by Church dif- 
cipline ejeced and caſt out of the Church. TI 
know what it is that makes what we now athrm 
ſo difficulrly received by our oppoſers (v2. ) the 
variety of evils, as Idolatry and the like fo fre- 
quently charged upon that Church and people 
but tothe mind of wiſdom, as ozr Author ſpeaks, 
ſcriouſly weighing the large meaſure of the ſpirit 
then given forth, together with the terms of Co+ 
venant intereſt then propoted,and adding to both 
the conſideration of ſeveral of the NewTeftament 
Churches, immediately atter their plantation by 
the Apoliles,the difficulty will ſoon be removed : 
But not to enlarge upon this, let that ſuffice for 
the ſecond queltion propoſed for examination, 
unto this htth particular. 

Deſt. 3. Thirdly, whether Baptiſm do core 
reſpond to * ircumcition as thus adminiftred to 
Believers as Bclievers,and to their ſeed after them 
and that as ſuch. 

Anſw. To which it 1s readily an{wered, that 
it does, and ſuppoſing, the truth of what hath 
been ſaid, will be catily granted by our oppoſers 
themſelves ; That Baptiſm is to be adminiſtred 
to believers as believers, when the adult, as being 
unbaptized before, bccome the ſubjects of it, is 
granted on all hands; and that it is to beadmini- 
{ired to their (eed aftcr them, and that as ſuch, is 
affirmed, and we hope ſufficiently proved by us, 
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And ſuppoſing what hath been (aid in the reſolu+ 
tion of the foregoing queſtion be true, will not 
(1 cannot but think) be gainſayd by any. Whence 
to add any thing more to this would be but a 
needleſs expence of time, only I ſhall add one ( 
Argument to prove, both the Covenant-intereſi 
and Baptiſm of the Intants of believers, and ſo 
proceed to the tixth qucſiion, and it is this 

Arg. It the Goſpel Church be fo incorporated 
into,and a continuation of the myſtical or fpiritus 
al body of Chriſt and houſhold of God, of which 
the Jews under the Old Teſtament were, as to 
make ap with them but one body or houſhold ; 
and the natural ſeed of the Jews by vertue of their 
Covenant-intereſt were of,and by the then token 
of theCovenant were incorporatcd i into that body 
ot houſhold ;' then the natural ſced of believers 
by vertue of the ſame Covenant interelt are of, 
and by the preſent token of the Covenant ought 
ſtill to be incorporatcd into the fame body of 
Chrift or houſhold of God, But the former is truc, 
Therefore the latter. But to proceed 

6. That which is further enquired into is, 
whether Baptiſm do ſuceced in the room, place, 
uſes, and cnds of Circumcition ? 

- Here our Author denycs two things, and givcs 
us ſeveral reaſons, ſuch as they are,ot both his de» 
vyals. Firſt, he vehemently denycs that Baptiſm 
does ſucceed inthe room and place of Circumciſion. 

What he means by room and place, 1s {ome- 
what queſtionable, that which only concerns us 
to enquire after is, Whether Baptiſm be the pre+ 
ſent ſign or token of the Covenant, as Circum- 


-Cill on was of old ? ? Now that it 1s, and an{wera- 
bly 
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bly does ſucceed in the room and place of Cir- 
cumciſion, in that general notion jg. ;G@ 
and conſideration of it, 1 havc cl{e- from page 223 
where abundantly proved.and ſhew- '2 54": 

cd the vanity and in{ignihcancy of what is object- 
ed concerning the ſpirits being the ſeal of the 
New Covenant, and therctore necd add no more: 
I ſhall theretorc only briefly weigh our Authors 
reaſons and halten, 

Firſt, His firſt rcafon is, becauſe in caſe Bap- 
tiſm did ſucceed in the room and place of Cir- 
cumcilion, then ouly males and not females would 
be baptized, becauſe of old only males were circum- 
ciſed, To which 1 would reply, by 2sking owr 
Author who told him ſo.how came he to know 
it would be thus or thus in caſe Baptiſm did ſuc» 
cccd in the room and place of Crcumcition ? 
Might not Gold it it pleaſed him ordain a token 
of his Covenant, under the frlt Teſtament, that 
Males only were capable of,and upon the account 
of the incapability of Females not impoſe it upon 
them, and then lay that alide and ordain anothcr 
token of the Covcnant, to ſucceed in the room 
and place of the former, in that gencral notion 
ot it, (vz.) as the token of it, of which Femalcs 
were as capablc .as males, and thereupon require 
the application of it to them, as well as to Males? 
I ſay, why may it not be thus, it God fo plea- 
{ed ? As we luppole it is ſufficiently evident it 
hath ſo pleaſed him; who (hall dictate unto God 
or exjoyn him as Elihu ſpeaks, the way he ſhall pro- 
ceed in towards bis Church ? Men may as well ſay 
were God fo good and juſt as he ſtiles himſclt to 
be in his word, he would have made man w_ 
| | wilc 
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wiſe,than he hath done; as ſay,in caſe this or that 
be true, then he would have ordered his Diſpen- 
ations otherwiſe than he hath done 3 but what 
acceptation ſuch bold queſtions , why haſt thou 
made me thus ? Will tind with God, the Scrip- 
ture foreſhews us 3 but 

Secondly , in caſe Baptiſm do ſucceed in the 
room and place of Circumciſion,then our Anthor 
thinks not all but onlyſome adult believers ſhould 
have been baptized, and the ground of this his 
eonceit is becauſe, as he takes it for granted , xt 
all but only ſome believers were circumciſed, | 

Anſw. This reaſon is much of the ſame na- 
ture with the former , only here is one miſtake 
ſuggeſted, which was not in the former, and that 
is , that ſome, conſequent to the Inſtitution of 
Circumcifion, who were to be accounted Abra- 
hams ſeed, were not ( he muſt mean as not be- 
ing under any command from God ) circumci- 
ſed 3 this our Author dictates but attempts not at 
all to prove 3 and therefore I (hall let it paſs as a 
fond conceit , without the leaſt ſhew of ground 
in Scripture , and only ſay , ſuppoſe this were 
twie 3 yet how it ſhould prove that Baptiſm does 
not ſucceed in the room and place of Circum- 
cifion, as the ſign and token of the Covenant 
appears not, and therefore what was ſaid to the 
former reaſon , may be ſaid to this ; But I fay 
this reaſon being grounded upon a groſs mi- 
ſtake it vaniſheth, and comes to nothing 3 could 
our Anthbor inſtance in any one perion that was to 
be accounted one of Abraham's feed, and {hew 
how , or where he had been exempted from 
the obligation of that Command , enjoying A+ 
| braham 
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brabham and his Seed in their Generations to keep 
the Covenant, he would ſay ſomewhat, though 
not much to his purpoſe. 

Thirdly , his third reaſon is, becauſe they the 
circumciſed needed not to hate been baptized : 
Surely the Reader will judge me a man of no 
great employment , to throw away time upon 
ſuch trifles3 1s or Author alone ignorant , that 
upon the Inſtitution of Baptiſm ,  ircumcilion 
ceaſed to be the Token of the Covenant? or 
does he think it meet that any, that through 
their faith in Chriſt are contained in the Cove» 
rant, (ſhould be exempted from bearing, or had 
no need of the token of the Covenant ? But of 
this elſewhere : Weſee now of what confidera- 
tion owr Authors reaſons are , whereby he endea- 
vours to confirm his firſt deayal 3 aiid there» 
fore 

Secondly , let us fee how he hath proved his 
ſecond denyal, viz. That Baptiſm does not ſucceed 
Circumciſion in regard of the riſe and ends of it : 
How far it is neceſſary that there thould be a cor- 
reſpondency between Baptiſm and Circumciton, 
in order to the proving the practice of Injant- 
Baptiſm , hath becn alrcady declared 3 and from 
what hath bcen ſaid, it will appear , that ſhoujd 
all owr Authors grounds, as he calls them , upon 
which he bottoms his denyal be good, yet Bap- 
tiſm may ſucceed Circumcition as the lign and 
token of the Covenant, and as ſuch fcrve to 
{ome uſes and ends of Circumcition 3 But let us 
ſee his Grounds 3 

Firſt, ſayes he, Circumciſion was a (ign of Chriſt 
fo come in thefleſh , but Baptiſm a (gn that he was 

already 
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already come, witneſſing to his Incarnation, Burial, 
and Reſurreftion, 

Anſw. 1 ſhall here again ask ozr Author this 
one queſtion 3 whether he thinks it was polhible, 
for God to inſtitute any ſign or token of his (0+ 
venant, when once Circumciſion was laid atide ? 
T ſuppoſe he will hardly deny this poflible to in- 
finite wiſdom and power, it he fay, it was ſimply 
aud abſolutely polhble in it {elf , I would know, 
whether this Ordinance , whatever it ſhould bc, 
muſt needs be a ſign of Chriſt to come in the 
Alcſh? if it muſt, then Chriſt muti be alwayes to 
come in the fleſh 3 ſuch kind of doughty 
grounds Anabaptiſis build their perſwalton up- 
on , but it may be his other grounds are more 
{ubſtantial ; Therefore, 

Secondly, ſaycs he, Circumciſion was to be a par- 
tition wall between ]cws and Gentiles , but Bap- 
tiſm teſtified the contrary, viz, that all are now one 
in Chriſt. 

Anſw, 1 muſt again ask owur Author whether 
he think there is, no diflcrence between a wall 
anda door in the wall , and whether both mult 
be of one and the ſame uſe? 1 alwayes judged 
that a wall was to kcep out, a door to let in, and 
Circumciſion was as ozr Author himſclf acknows 
ledgeth, aſolemn Ordinance for the admithion 
of perſons, whether Jews or Gentiles , into the 
Church ; he expreſly calls it a door, Page 27.and 
{o is Baptiſm 3 the truth is,Circumcifion was not 
the wall, nor any part of it, ſo that here they 
agree, being both of one and the ſame ule; but 
Thirdly, ſayes he, Circumciſion initiated the 
carnal Seed into the carnal Church , and poy's 
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right unto carnal Ordinances , but it is quite others 
wiſe with Baptiſm. 

Anſw. 1 mult yet once more dcefire our Au- 
thor to reſolve me one queſtion turther , and 
here I would bc ſerious with him, and that Is, 
whether he thinks Chriſt had any vitible Church 
or Myſtical Body, of which himſclt was Head, 
under the hrt Teſtament ? if not , how is the 
Church of the Jews callcd his Spoule, his Wite ? 
If yea , who were the perſons this Church or 
Body of Chriſt was conſtituted and made up 
of? But I hope I have ſuthciently proved, that 
the Jewiſh Church was a myſtical ſpiritual 
Church, or the myftical ſpiritual Body of Chriſt, 
and ſo Circumcition and Baptiſm fſcrve tor the 
ſame uſe and ends, viz. to initiate or give a ſo» 
lemn entrance and admiffion into the myſtical 
Body, Church, or Kingdom of Chriſt, as viſible 
here upon Earth. 

Fourthly, Ur Author adds another Ground, 
viz, Circumciſion , ſayes he , was to be a bond and 
obligation to hoop the whole Law of Moſes , but 
Baptiſm witneſſed that Moſcs his Law was made 
word, and that Chris Law was only to be kept. 

But of what uſe was it before the Law was 
given? And if it was of ſome ufe bctore the Law 
was in being 3 why may not Baptiſm be, it not 
of the ſame uſe( which yet certainly it 15) yet 
of ſuch uſe , both to the adult and Infants, as 
| right be a ſufficient ground for its Inſtitution 

and Application to both , though the Law be 

| now abrogated : Bur to ſay that Cixcumcition 
was an obligation to keep rhe whole Law of Mz 
fer, any tuather than the Covenant of Grace eftt- 
blitkcd 
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bliſhed with Abrabam and his Sced in their Ges» 
nerations did oblige them thereunto , is a great 
miſtake, Circumcition obliged to keep the Law 
of Chriſt, and ſo does Baptiſm. 

Fifthly , the ffth ground our Author layes to 
what he hath aſſcrted, viz, that Baptiſm does not 
fucceed Circumcilion to the uſe and ends of it, 
as he ſpeaks, is this, Circumciſion ſayes he, was ad- 
miniſired to all Abrahan!'s natural Seed , without 
eny profeſſion of Faith, Repentance, or Regenerati- 
01, whereas Baptiſm, to be adminijired to the ſpiri- 
#ual ſeed of Abraham , was only upon profeſſion of 
Faith, Repentance and Regeneration. 

Anſw, But what docs this concern the uſcs and 
ends, either of Circumciſion or Baptiſm ? This 
only - concerns the Subjects, the one was, and the 
otheris to be adminiſtred to. 

Reply. But it may be it will be ſaid, though 
it do not directly concern the matter in hand, 
yet conſequentially it does, for if ſo be, thc Sub- 
zeas of Circumciſion and Baptiſm are {o valily 
different, the uſe and ends cannot be one and 
the ſame, 

Anſw., But then we' abſolutely deny the 
grounds from whence this conſequence is drawnz 
we deny that Circumciſion was adminiitred to 
all Abraham's natural Secd ; yea, that i: was ad- 
miniſtred, according to the Inſtitution, to any of 
his natural Seed , as ſuch , beyond thoſe that did 
immediately proceed from his own Loyns : And 
ſo that Baptiſm is to be adminiſtred only upon 
Profelſion of Faith and Repentance, owr Author 
knows, it is the queſtion between us, and conſc- 
quently , the bare aſſerting ot it is petitio prin- 

ciper, 
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cipii, a begging the queſtion, 

Reply, Butit will be faid, there are ſeveral in- 
ſtances produced, which being compared do ir- 
refragably prove it. 

Anſw. Take his inſtances ſeverally , each a- 
part by themſelves,and they are but a begging the 
queſtion three times over 3 and how we (hall 
compare them together, ſo as to make any thing 
more of them, I know not, neither does he give 
us any dire&ion to help us therein ; for where= 
as 

Firſt, the firſt of his inſtances, as he calls them, 
is this, ſayes he, a carnal Parent, and a flefhly be- 
getting by the legal birth priviledge gave right to 
Circumciſion, whereas "tis @ ſpiritual begetting, by 
a ſpiritual Parent , gives only a true right to Bap+ 
tiſm, 

Anſw. To let paſs the odneſs and uncouthneſs of 
his phraſes,the thing that is aſſerted is this,that a 
natural diſcent from natural parents, be the pas» 
rents what they would, gave right to Circumcifi= 
on;whereas tis only faith & repentance as profeſ> 
{cd, give right to Baptiſm, which is the thing in 
queſtion, and is denyed by us: So for his other in- 
ſtances, they ſtill amount but to this,that none 
ought tobe baptized but theAdult,capable of per- 
ſonal holineſs and of believing, which is ſtill the 
queſtion between us & is denyed by us.But not to 
walt time about ſuch trifles,could exrAuthor have 
produced any one inſtarice of any one who, neg- 
lecting to take hold of the Covenant, did yet con» 
vey a right to Circumcition, to his childzen, he 
had faid ſomewhat more to the purpoſe : But I 
ſhall willingly refer it to the judgments of all un- 
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byaſſed perſons, whether theſe inſtances do more 
fatisfaQorily prove, that Circumciſion was to be 
adminiſtred to all Abrahams natural ſeed, than 
what I have ſaid in handling the laft foregoing 
queſtion does prove the contrary. 

For o#r Authors {ixth ground, 1 ſhall only ſay 
thus much, that as C ircumcifion was a ſign and 
token of the whole Covenant, as then admini-' 
fired; ſo Baptiſm is the fign and token of the Co-- 
venant as how adminiſtred : That is for his fixth 


queſtion, his ſeventh ſhall be contidered, if the 


Lord will, hereafter. 

Now the theſe queſtions being truly ſtated and 
reſolved,our Argument drawn from theCovenant 
for the eſtabliſhment of the practice we plead for 
not only abides firm, but is conſiderably ſtrengthe- 
ned:For it ſo be theCovenant believers are ſtill un- 
der be the ſameCovenant ofGrace that was at firſt 
entredG& eſtabliſhed with Abraham as theFather of 
the faithful, & this Covenant as then entred with 
him did extend toc&take in his natural ſeed imme» 
diately proceeding from hisown loyns & that as 
fuch,and was continued in the ſame extent and Ja- 
titude to a!l the people of God under the firſt Te- 
ftament ſtil! extended to & taking in their natural 
ſeed immediately proceeding trom their own 
foyns,8&this not as c1ther parentsor chydren ſtood 
related to Abraham as his natural lineage & poſte- 
rity.but as the immediate parents were belicvers 
chemſclves; (all which things we have proved ) 
Then the Covenant muſt needs be continued in 
ee fame extent and fatitude fill, (viz.) as ex- 
ending to and taking in children with their be- 
ficying parents, And this 5s evidcaut not only 

, | fr 0mm 
d 


” _— —— _ 


And ftok df Pen. 126 
from the utter ſilence of the Scriptures as to any 
alteration or change that God has made in the 
tenonr of the Covenant,but from varicty of ſcrip= 
turedemonſtrations that he has indeed made none, 
but does continue it in the ſame ex» _ | 
tent and latitude as formerly he did. Tor tlisſee my 

' Whence that the Covenant does ſtill from Heaven 
belong to theInfant-ſeed of believers {27,Pae 53 
| is abundantly evident: And in as 
much as the Covenant does belong to them, the 
token of theCovenant does alſo belong and ought 
to be applyed unto them; which again appeats 
not only from that command Gen- 17. 9. which 
is ſtill inforce,and alike requires the application 
of Baptiſm the preſent token of the Covenant as 
of old it did Circumcition, the then token of the 
Covenant : But from the Apoſile Peters laying 
intereſt in the promiſe as a ſufficient ground for 
the application of Baptiſm,as alſo from our Lord 
Chriſts having appointed Baptiſm for the ſolemn 
admiſſion of all thoſe into his viſible body, kinge 
dom,and family who according to his will ought 
tobe admitted thereinto: But theſe things arelarge» 
ly proved in that forementioned diſcourſe whis 
ther I muſt refer the Reader, 
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CHAP. VI. 


The Author*s fourth, fifth, pxth and ſeventh 
Particulars: to diſprove Infant-Baptiſme 
conſidered , their weakneſs and vanity 
ſhewed, with ſome ſpecial Conſiderations 
to ſatisfie Chriftians about the validity 
of their Baptiſm , as adminiſtred by 

' ſprinkjing or pouring Water upon the 

Face : Thecloſe of the whole. 

"Ourthly , a fourth Argument that our Ax 

- thor layes downftor the diſproot of Infant- 

Baptiſm is a , ſuppoſed alteration or change made 

tn :the Ceremony of Baptiſm , viz. from dipping or 

-plunging into ſprinkling , or pouring alittle water 
on she head or face; whence he concludes it 

cannot be Chriſt”s Ordinance of Baptiſm. 

Anſw. Firſt , were it granted that ſuch a 
change were made, how that ſhould diſprove 
the practice of Infant-Baptiſm, as abſolutely 
conlidered , he neither attempts to, nor can 
ſhew. Nay his reaſoning ſeems to grant, that 
Baptiſm when adminiſtred unte them by dipping 
is Chriſt's Ordinance of Baptiſm. For the old 
rule is, veritas affirmati axiomatis eſt fundamentum 
weritatis negati, Now to ſay that Baptiſm as ade» 
minitired by dipping is only Chriſt's Ordinance 
of Baptiſm, plainly implics that when it is ſo ad- 


minifircd (as it is certain in ſome places, and by 
ſome 
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fome it hath been, and ſtill is) then it is his Or- 
dinance of Baptiſm. So that as this Argument 
ſcems to grant that ſometimes Infant-Baptiſm 
is Chriſt's Ordinance 3 ſo the utmoſt it can 
prove is,that as fometimes adminiſtred,it is none 
of his Ordinance; But 

| Secondly, That there is any ſuch change or 
alteration is denyed, and notwithſtanding what 
eur Autbor hath ſaid ſtill wants ſolid proot. But 
for this,ſee the preface of my Infant-baptiſm from 
Heaven, as alſo Mr. Wills his anſwer to Mr. 
Danvers, and others, that have largely handled 
this queſtion,a queſtion wholly diſtinct trom that 
concerning the ſubjects of Baptiſm, yet I ſhall 
touch upon it by and by. Therefore to go on. 

Fifthly, His fifth Argument is drawn trom the 
varicty of miſchicts, abſurditics, and contradi- 
Ctions that he imagines may be jultly charged up- 
on the prafice of Infant-baptifm. And a pra» 
dice juſtly chargeable with ſo many miſchiefs, 
abſurditics, and contradictions as our Author con- 
ceives this to be, is no ways like to be an ordi» 
nance of Chriſt, 

Anſ. 1n the general it may be obſerved, how 
ealic a thing it is tor men to imagine and cry out 
miſchiefs, abſurdities, and contradictions, and 
by certain artitices,as ambiguous terms and phra- 
{es, putting that for the cauſe which is not, &c. 
make them ſeem really ſuch to perſons of weaker 
capacitiesz whereas they are either merely imagi- 
nery, or elſe not at all to be charged upon the 
doctrine or practice oppoſed. Whuillt themielves 
arc guilty .of no ſmall abſurdities and contraZich- 
ons 'in framing and charging them the#cupon. 
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This is too evident in our Authors caſe: Let 
us briefly view his charge in the ſeveral branches 
of it. 

Firſt, For the miſchicfs that he ſuppoſeth In- 
fant-baptiſm may be charged with; and hereck+ 
ons up no fewer than ten. 

Firſt, By it Chriſts order in the Commiſſion is al- 
tered, 

Anſw. That this is merely imaginary, is evi- 
dent from what hath been already ſaid, to which 
I muſt refer the Reader. 

Secondly , By it the ſubjeis of Baptiſm are 
changed. 

Anſw, But that's the queſtiun under debate, 
and to beg the queſtion and then bring in what 
is begged, and charge that upon the practice con- 
troverted as a miſchict to diſprove it (elf, is nei- 
ther civil nor rational. 

Thirdly, By 3t all tbe holy ends of Baptiſm are 
fruſtrated, ; 

Auſw. That Infants are incapable of all the 
ends of Baptiſm our Author himſelf hath not yet 
afirmed : Now if it be the will of our Lord Chriti 
that it ſhould be applyed unto them with reſpe& 
unto thoſe ends they are capable of (as L hope it 
{ſufficiently appears that it is) the application of 
it unto them cannot be rationally ſuppoſed to be 
a fruſtration of any z much leſs of all the holy, 
ends of Baptiſm. It cannot be a fruſtration of 
thoſe ends with reſpect unto which it 1s not _ap- 
plyed, nor can it be a fruſtration of thoſe ends 
they are capable of, and with reſpect unto which 
it is applycd. Were all the holy cnds of Cir» 
cumcifion fruſtrated as it was applycd to — 

ams 
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hams ſced, becauſe they were not capable of all 
thoſe ends for which it was applyed to Abrabam 
himſelf? ; 

Fourthly, By it the right order and manner of 
the adminiſlration of Baptiſm is altered, viz. from 
dipping into ſprinkling, or pouring a little water up- 
01 the Head or Face. 

Anſw. This we have had but juſt now, I 
ſhall only ſay, will Mr. Darrzers bring a plain 
Scripture to prove that Baptiſm was by the Apo- 
ſiles adminittred by dipping or plunging, I ſhall 
engage to bring a plain Scripture for the Bapti 
of Intants: But ſuppoſe that ſuch | 
or change 3 yet it is very unreaſonable for hi 
tocharge it upon Infant*baptiſm, he knowing 
full well,that that manner of baptizing was in uſe, 
though not beforcIntant-baptiſm was indeed pra» 
Giſed, yet before he will allow it fo to be; he 
knows who ſpeaks of clinical Baptiſm. 

Fitthly,By it many errors and falſe dofirines have 
been introduced, And he inſtanceth in five. 

Firſt, That it is to take away Original Sin. 

Secondly, To work Grace and Regeneration,and 
ta effett Salvation by the work done, 

Thirdly, That it is an Apoſtolical Tradition, _ 

, Fourthly, That Children have Faith, and are 
Diſciples of Chriſt. | 

Fifthly, That all Children of believing pareuts 
are in the Covenant of Grace,ard federally boly. 

Anſw. As (or his third and fifth ſuppoſed ere 
rors,they are | takingApoſtolical tradition in that 
{ence in which the Fathers and all Orthodox Di» 
vines take it | great truths. As for his three 0+ 
thers, T ſhall only fay that Baptiſm is no way 
| K 4 chargeable 


— 
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chargeable with them 3 neither hath or Autboy 
attempted to prove that it is: To charge all the er- 
rors that ſome have held with reference to an 
practice, upon the praice it ſelf, is abſurd and 
ridiculous : Will any beſo vain as to charge the 
Lords Supper with all thoſe errors that ſome have 
held about or with rcfercnce to it ? 
' Sixthly, ' By defiling and polluting the Church, 
and that three ways, 

_ By bringing falſe matter thereinto, viz; 
Fuch who are not Saints by calling. 
$:: *Tis no defiling the Church to admit 


ſe to whom God hath given a place in it. . - 
Secondly, By laying a forndation to much igno- 
rance and prophaneneſs., And 

_ Thirdly, To joyn them together by conformd- 
ing 'the World and the Charch. 

Anfov. Our Author himſelf acquits the Pra- 
Gice of Infant-baptiſm from both theſe charges a 
lirtfe after, only letit be obſerved, that all Infants 
in Mr. Danvers his account are of the World. Now 
our Lord Chrift is 'expreſs, he prays not for 'the 
World: And how: any can be favcd haying no 
benefit by the interceflron of Chriſt; it he. doth, 
1 muſt-profeſs my ſelt not to know? 

 Seventhly , By it thoſe manty humane traditions 
and inventions of Antichriſt , it is attended with,as 
profiiſedby that party;xre introduced 'and eftabliſhed, 

Anſz». Muſt every Ordinance be charged with 
introduction of all thoſe humane-traditions and 
inventions tis attended with amongſt ſuperſtiti- 
vhs men : 'Alas ! what ordinance then would be 
ſeft-to the Church, 

' Eighthly, Infant-baptiſm, by the good will of 


our 
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our Anthor,muſt bear the blame of all thoſe debates 
and contentions amongſt men, relating tothe praftice 
of it. Yea, and 

Ninthly , Of all that bitter hatred, wrath , 
ſtrife, enmity aud perſecutions that are found among 
men againſt thoſe that oppoſe t, 

Anſw. If fuch trivial reaſonings be ſufficient 
to diſprove any doctrine or practice 3 not only 
the Chriſtian but even all Religion in the gene- 
ral, that at leaſt ingageth men to morality,would 
foon be caſhicrcd out of the world, Owr Author 
knows, ſuch rcaſonings make as much againf 
what he pleads for,as what he oppoſeth. 

Tenthly, The latt miſchicf ow» Anthor hath 
ſeen meet to load Infant- baptiſm with is, that by 
it the whole Antichriſtian intereſt 1s confirmed. 

Anſw, This is a heavy charge indeed could it 
be proved, but ler us ſee what he hath ſaid in or- 
der thereunto. And here he refers -us to his pre» 
face, and he thinks he hath made jt ſo plain that 
every one that runs may read it; Strange confie 
dence! but a little to examine what hath been 
{aid, and it is this. If the very aft of ſprinkli 
or pouring water pon the head or face of the hill 
with the charms attending muſt give Grace, Rege- 
erate, take away ſin, ſave the ſoul, add to the 
Church , give right to all Ordinances, as Mr. Pope 
bath ordained ? Then theſe two things will follow, 

Firſt, That Chriſts converſion, and the powerful 
preaching of the Goſpel, bis means to effefi it muſt 
be ſlighted, ignorance and prophaneneſs the true in» 
tereſt of that flate neceſſarily brought in, 

Secondly, Hereby the nations neceſſarily oblige 
themſelves by receiving bis law to embrace alſo his 
dofrine, K 4 Anſw, 
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Anſw. But what if the praGice of Infant-bap- 
tiſm dp not neceſſitate any to aſcribe any of theſe 
things to the very at however adminiſtred ? And 
what if vaſtly the major part of Orthodox Pedo- 
baptiſts whether Ancient or Modern do diſclaim 

" _ the aſcribing of any of theſe effes unto the very 
ad of Baptiſm, and on the other hand do receive 
and walk in the practice of it, in obedience to the 
law of Chrift, and that looking upon itas one of 
his holy inſtitutions appointed tor ſuch holy ends 
and purpoſes as Infants are capable of, what then 
will follow but this? That Mr. Danvers is one of 
the moſt unworthy and diſingenious men that e- 
ver put pen to paper. 

Secondly, For the abſurditics he conceits may 
be juftly charged upon that practice we plead for: 
And thus the' 

' Firſtabſurdity is, That perſons may have regene« 
ration and grace before calling. 

- Anſw, 1 judgeour Author will havehard work 
to acquit himſelf of this abſurdity, unleſs it be 
by running into a greater, I would only ask him 
whether he thinks any Infants are ſaved, Or 
whether they can be ſaved without regeneration? 
_T-.- 

© Secondly, Suppoſe this ſhould be an abſurdi- 
ty, which yct it is far from 3 how Infant- baptiſm 
Gould be juſtly charged with it, he neither doth 
nor can ſhew, ' _ | 

Secondly, That perſons may be viſible.Church 
members before converſion. on 
 Anſw, It he had ſaid members of the viſible 
Church, he had ſhewed more ingenuity. But 
be they either members of the viſible —— 
$05 pt Ex TY | vil 


vible Church members, wherein the abſurdity 
lies he tells us not. Its certain they ſometimes 
were members of the viſible Church z muſt then 
all the wiſe diſpenſations of God be abſurd, be- 
cauſe they ſute not every mans fancy ? | 

Thirdly, That perſons may believe, repent, b 
baptized and ſaved by the faith of another, 

Anſw. But a little before Infant- baptiſm was 
charged as laying a foundation to this error, viz. 
that Infants have faith, here it is charged with a 
quite contrary abſurdity, Surely it cannot be 
juſtly charged with both that error and this ab- 
ſurdity. But if any have been ſo weak as to af- 
firm the one or the other, yet it is difingenious to 
charge that upon the practice it (elf. 

Fourthly, That types and ſhadows are profitable, 
when the antitype and ſubſtance is come, introdu- 
cing thereby the legal birtb-priviledg , the 
carnal ſeed the typical bolineſs the national Church, 
with no body knowp-what more, to the reviving Fw- 
daiſm and outing Chriſtianity. | 

Anſw. Portiter calumniare, et aliquid herebit, 
ſeems to be one of My. Danvers, as well as Ma- 
chiavels maxims. That the}birth-priviledge of 
the ſeed of Believers which is their intereſt in the 
Covenant or federal holineſs and right to the lign 
and token of the Covenant did either appertain 
to the ceremonial law,or was typical of any thi 
under the Goſpel is inſinuated, without the le 
ſhew or (ſhadow of proof, cither from Scripture, 
Reaſon, or humane Authority, Therefore ler 
him pleaſe himiſeif with his own fancy,only with 
this memento, that of every idle word, whether 
written or ſpoken; men muſt give an account at the 
day of Fudgment, "WY Filthly 
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Fifthly, That the better to exclude Believers 
Baptiſm new Church Covenants are invented, to en- 
#er the viſible Church by, inſtead thereof. 

Anſw, This can proceed from no other origi- 
nal, but either groſsignorance of his oppoſers prin- 
ciples and praQices, or from meer prejudice if 
not ſomething worſe. Let it be proved that 
Baptiſm was appointed for the admilhon of per- 
fons into particular Churches , or produce the 
Author that hath inyented ſuch crew Covenants 
for the end here ſpecified by him. 

Laſtly, For the Contradictions oxr Anthor ſup- 
poſeth Infant-baptiſm may be juſtly charged 
with. And thus 

Firft, He conceits that this practice doth cons 
tradict what the pleaders for it do aſſert concern- 
ing Baptiſm: They aſſert (faith he) that Baptiſm 
is a ſymbol of preſent Regeneration wrought,and yet 
#pplyed to ignorant, unconverted babes uncapable of 
Regeneration, , | | 

Anſw. This is no other contradifion than 
what might be charged upon Circumciſion ac- 
cording to the acknowledgment of our oppolers 
themſclves. They acknowledge that Circum- 
cifion was a ſymbol of heart Circumciſion, (fee 
our Antbor page 223. See Mr. Tomes his exammen 
Page 83.) and(1 ſuppoſe) by heart Circumciſion 
they mean Regeneration 3 and yet Circumciſion 
was applyed to Babes as ignorant, and as unca- 
pable of Regeneration as any Infants now axe. 
Will they reconcile the contradiction as it reſpee 
Res Circumciſion ? And, I doubt not, they will 
fave us a labour of reconciling it as it reſpects 
Baptiſm, But | 
; | Secondly, 
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Secondly, That this is 4 meer imaginary con- 
tradition, whether it reſpeRs Circuirncifion or 
Baptiſm, will appear if we conſiderthat thoſe that 
afMirin the orie or the other to be 3 fign or ſymbol 
of preſent Regeneration, mean, it is{o with r&& 
ſpec to the Adult: Now Ihavealready ſhewed 
that both Circumciſion and Baptiſm' might be 
appointed for different ends and uſes, with refe- 
rence to different perſons, and yet ferve to ſome 
general uſes with reference to all. What con- 
tradiction is it to fay. that Circutncifion was and 
Baptiſin isa ſymbol of preſent Regeneration atu- 
ally wrought, when applycd to the Adult; and 
yet apply the one or the other according to di- 
vinc directions to Infants for thoſe ends with re- 
ference to which it is appointed unto them: And 
what hath bcen (aid for the reconciling theſe con» 
traditions may ſuffce for the reconciling his 
third and fourth imaginary contradictions, and 
as for his {econd I ſhall conhder it under the ſixth 
particular laid down tor the dilproof of Infant- 
baptiſm. And: therefore to come to his Fifth 
which he thus expreſſeth. 

\ 5. That the baptiſmal Covenant enters iuto the 
vifble Church, and yet they deny to Church mem- 
bers the priviledges thereof, and ſeparate from theme 
without any twarrantable cauſe ſhewed, or orderly 
proceeding either afuinſt them, or they that do own 
them as ſuch. | 

 Anſw. If our Author knows of any that are 
guilty of theſe contradictions, he may do well to 
convince them of their errours, but let not their 
miſtake be irrationally charged upon the practice 
it \clt, ES | 
Fe Sixthly 
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Sixthly,; That we ſeparate from Rome as the falſe 
Church, and yet own their Baptiſm the foundation 
ſtone thereof And others that pretend ſeparation 
from national and pariſh Churches, and diſown the 
baptizing of all good and bad with the ſinful ceremoe 
nies attending it, yet if Papiſt or Proteſtant upon 
their own terms tender themſelves to their fellow» 

ſhip, they are received without renouncing their ſin-, 
ful Baptiſm, and performing it in that way they 
judge right. 

4 Had ozr Antboy any ſolid reaſon to op» 
poſe our practice by,ſure he would not ſet up ſuch 

« bugbears that himſelf knows can only ſcare chil- 
dren. But for this pretended contradiGion it 
conſiſts of two branches. 

Firſt, That we feparate from Rome as the falſe 
Church, and yet own their Baptiſm,the founda- 
tion ſtone thereof. 

Anſw, That Infant-baptiſm is cithex Romes 
Baptiſm, or the foundation ſtone thereof, is (as. 
may juſtly be ſuſpected) ſuggefied by or Author 
meerly to caft an edium upon that practice, and 
that contrary to his own knowledge : That any 
Pope, or popiſh council was the inventor or in+- 
ftitutor of Infant-baptiſm, he hath not made ſo 
much as in the lowelt degree probable, I{uppoſe he 
will not have the confidence to affirm that whates» 
ver doatine or praQtice hath been confirmed by 
any Pope or popiſh council is Antichriſtian. If 
he ſhould he muft- by his own confeſſion caſt out 
the Baptifm of Believers, as well as of Infants. 
Let this then paſs for a meer calumny, without the 
leaſt ſhew of reaſon for it. | 

Secondly, For the other branch, that concerns 

: | not 
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not Infant-baptiſm at all as ſuch, in aſmuch as owr 
Author knows full well, it is all one as to our re- 
ceiving or not receiving ſuch as he mentions, 
whether they were baptized in Infancy or when 
Adult. And therefore to divert to matters whole 
TR_—_ to the queſtion would be but a meer 

iſpendium temporis : I (hall only ſay, if any of 
thoſe mentioned can receive no ſatisfaction about 
their Baptiſm will they be baptized again? ſuppo» 
ſing they will take in their Infant-ſeed with them, 
they ſhall not be oppoſed by me. 

Seventhly, Ozr Azthor hath not yet done, he 
hath one thing more that he conceits a contradi= 
ion attending Infant-baptiſm, and that is this: 
That we that plead for it do own the dotirine of per- 
ſeverance, and ds diſown falling from Grace, and yet 
baptize all the Children of believers, becauſe we 
conclude them to be in the Covenant of Grace, and 
yet teach them converſion, and in caſe of unbelief 
rejed them as reprobates. 

Anſw, As this proceeds from,if not wilful, yet 
very great ignorance, ſo it fully acquits us froth 
two of thoſe miſchicts he hath afore charged the 
pradiice of Infant-baptiſm with, for if we teach 
the ſeed of believers converſion, (as he ſpeaks) 
and in caſe of unbelict rcjc&t them, how can our 
praQcice lay a foundatiou of ignorance and pro- 
phaneneſs, or how can we be faid to confound 
the Church and the world? Can teaching Con- 
verſion be a foundation for ignorance and pro- 
phaneneſs? Or can the rejecting of unbclievers 
confound the Church and the World ? 

But to have done, let all men judge whether 
the practice we have pleaded for can he juitly 

chargcd 
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| charged with ſuch miſchicts , abſuxditics, and 
contradictions as owr Author hath been pleaſed to 
load it with ? Or whether himſelf be not much 
more to be charged with abſurditics and contra- 
dicions, and at laſt this miſchief, that he hath 
unjuſtly reproached the good ways of God? 

Sixthly, Ozr Author endeavours to diſprave 
| the practice of Infant-baptiſm by the ſuppoſed 
nillity and utter inſignificancy of it. 1t is faith he, 
| 229 ways ſafe for any to reſt contented with that Rap- 
| tiſm they received in their infancy, becaufe ſuch 
| heir Baptiſm is @ meer uullity and inſignificant n0- 
| #hing in reſpett of the New Tejtament ordinance of 
| Boptiſm. And this he endeavours to make out 
| by this reaſon in the general, viz. becauſe , ſaith 
| he, there is that wanting in it which is ſo eſſential to 
| tree Baptiſm : And he inſftanceth in a two fold 
| {ſuppoſed detect in Infant- baptiſm. 
| Firſt, There is, ſaith be, the right ſubjeG of 
Baptiſm wanting, 

Secondly, The true external form is alſo want- 
ing, as it is pratiiſed woith us 

Anſiv. That IJofants arc the true aad proper 
| ſubjects of Baptiſm, hath bcen 1 hope ſufhcicnt- 
| ly proved, and therefore I (hall paſs that, and 
| only briefly enquire, whether to admimitier Bap- 
| tiſm by ſprinkling or pouring water upon the 
| face, be ſuch a defedive manner of adminiſira- 
tion, as that it renders it a mecr nullity, and ins 
| fignificant nothing : So as that none may fately 
| reli contented in their Baptiſm as ſo adminiſtred 

tothem. Now for this I ſhall only ofter theic 
few things to conſideration, which 1 cchire may 


be duly weighed. 


Firſt. 
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Firſt, That the way or manner of adminiſtring 
Baptiſm is not clearly and plainly determined in 
the Scriptures, neither the {ignification of the 
word, nor any of the inſtances left upon record 
of perſons baptized will determine it. This is 
ſo fully demonſtrated by others, in particular Mr. 
IWills, that I ſhall add no more for the evidencing 
of it. And therefore 

Secondly, That as there is but a probability 
that Baptiſm was at any time adminiſtred by im- 
merſion or dipping, ſo there is a probability ( to 
ſay no more) that ſometimes it was adminiftred 
by pouring or cafting water with the hand upon 
the face of the party baptized. Thus when fo 
great nnmbers were baptized together, and per- 
{ons were baptizedin their houſes at midnight. 

Thirdly, Let it be conſidered, that Baptiſm 
adminiftrcd by pouring water upon the face, doth 
anſwer and perform the uſes and ends of Baptiſm, 
as well as it doth when adminiltred by immerſion 
dipping or plunging, For the making out of this 
I ſhall notneed to inſtance in all the ends and us 
ſes of Baptiſm, I ſhall take only theſe four, 

I. The firtt 15 to repreſent to, and as it were 
ſet before the cyes of the mind the good contairs 
cd in and conveycd by theCovenant ofGrace. And 
hence Baptiſm is uſually call'd a ftignificant ſign, 

2. The uſe and end of Baptifm is to ſeal, and 
confirm unto the ſoul its own intereſt in and er- 
zoyment of that good.accorcing to the true terns 
and tenour of the Covenant, And hence it is 
called a ſcaling or confirming fign, 

3. Theuſeand cnd of Baptilm is fo far to re» 
preſent and hold forth the ways and means 

through 
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through which the ſoul comes to have an intercR 
in and enjoy that good, as may through the con- 
curring light of the word and afhiftance of the ſpi- 
rit raiſe the mind up unto due apprehenſions of, 
and advantage it; in the aCting of its faith in and 
upon them, and enjoy the comfort of the good 
vouchfated by and through them: Theſe means 
are two fold according to a twofold kind of good 
contained in and conveyed by the Covenant of 
Grace. 

The firſt of which is wholly extrinſccal to the 
ſoul, as the waſhing away the guilt of ſin; 

The ſecond is intrinſecal as waſhing away the - 
filth of fin, and the raiſing of the ſoul trom a ſtate 
of death to a ſtate of liſe. The firſt is Chriſt, as 
having born the curſe of the law, and thereby (a- 
tisfying the juſtice and law of God in his ſuffe- 
rings, death, and burial, aud deliverance there» 
from in his reſurrection and exaltation, 

Secondly, The ſpirit, as given to or poured 
out upon the ſoul, or ſhed abroad (as the Apoſtle 
elſewhere ſpeaks ) in the heart. But. 

Fourthly, Theuſc and end of Baptiſm is to re» 
preſent and oblige the ſoul to its duty required 
unto or upon its reception and enjoyment of the 
fore-mentioned good : And this duty in the ge- 
neral is to die unto fin, and live unto God, And 
Baptiſm is appointed for, and doth perform theſe 
nes and ends from a certain analogy and propor» 
tion that it bears as to the good contained in and | 
conveyed by the Covenant of Grace, and the | 
means through which that good is vouchſafed : 

So to the duty required unto or upon the fouls 


reception of the good through thoſe means.Now 
| Secondly, 
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': Secondly, I ſay that Baptiſm as adminiſtred 
by pouring waterupon the face, doth anſwer and 
may perform all theſe uſes and ends as well, and 
as cffeQually as it would doif admiiniftred by plun- 


'ging of the whole body into water. 


/ - For thecleatingup of this I ſhall offet theſe two 
: Firſt, That Baptiſm,as 4dminiſtred the one or 
the other way, doth not bear a full and adequate 
Analogy and proportion to all thoſe things unto 
which in the performance of its ends and uſes it 
hath reference. - As for inftance take Baptiſm as 
adminiſtred by immerſion, it bears not a full and 
adequate Analogy or proportion to all the things 
it hath reference unto; this is evident, to inſtance 
in two things amongſt others. 

Firſt, It . vs not fully and adequately repre- 
ſent the means through which the ſoul comes to 
be waſhed and cleanſed from the guilt of fin, the 
chief and principal means is the death of Chriſt or 
the ſhedding of his blood : Hence we are faid to 
be reconciled by the death of Chrift, Rom, 5. to be 
waſhed in his blood, Revel, 1. Now Baptiſm as 
adminiſtred by immerſion, repreſents only his bu« 
rial and reſurre&ion. but not his death or pouring 
out of his blood. 

Secondly, It doth not, as ſo adminiſtted, at all 
repreſent the means whereby the ſoul is waſhed 
from the filth of ſin, that is the pouring of the 
ſpirit upon, or ſhedding him abroad into the heart 
of the patty baptized. So that ſuppoſing (as we 
deny not that baptiſm as adminiftted by poure 
ng water upon the face, doth not bear an exaQ 


and adequate proportion or analogy to all the- 
L things 
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things, in the performance of its. uſes and ends, it 
hath reference to, no more doth it as adminiſtred 
by immerſion. . | 

Secondly, That Baptifm, as adminifired by 
pouring water upon the face, {as it doth bear ſuch 
an analogy and proportion to all the things it hath 
reference to, as that. it may through the concur» 
ring light of the word, and affiſiance of the pi» 
rit perform all its uſes and ends. as cffeQually as 
if adminiſtred by immerſion, ſo it doth bear .a 
more full and exact proportion to ſome of them, 
than it doth as adminiſired the other way. This 
conſiſts of-two branches. 

Firſt, That Baptiſm,as adminiſtred by pouring 
water upon the face, doth bear ſuch an analogy 
and proportion to all the things it hath reference 
unto, as that, as ſo adminiſtred,it may through the 
concurring light of the word, and afliſtance of 
the ſpirit, ſufficiently perform all its uſes and ends 
to the party baptized. That I may not enlarge, 
I ſhall only give two inſtances, about which the 
greateſt doubt mult rationally ariſe. 

- Firſt, Baptiſm,as thus adminiſtred,ſo far repre« 
ſents Chriſt as dead, buried, and riſen again, as 
the means through which the ſou] comes to enjoy 
all the good contained in and conveyed by the 
Covenant of Grace, as may raiſe up the mind un- 
co him, and help the ſoulto aCt its faith upon him 
for that good. This will appear by theſe two ob- 
(crvations. 

Firſt, That the death of Chriſt, the main and 
principal means through which the ſoul comes to 
enjoy all the good of the Covenan t,1sin Scripture 


expreli by bs pouring out bis ſoul unto death. 
Iſai. 
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Iſai. 53. 12+ Soall the ſufferings of Chriſt are ex- 
preſt by this phraſe, 1 am poured out like water, 
Pſal. 22 14. So the death and ſufferings of Chriſt 
are repreſented by pouring out the wine in the 
Lords Supper. And hence the mind being gui» 
ded by the light of theſe Scriptures, and allified 
by the ſpirit, may raiſe it ſelf up unto due appre- 
henſions of, and may duely aG its faith upon 
Chrift, as dead, buried, and riſen again, by the 
ſight of water poured upon the face, as well as 
by the ſight of the parties baptized immerſion or 
plunging into the water, by | 

Secondly, That the burial, and reſurreQion 
of Chrift are in ſome meaſure figured and repre- 
ſented by Baptiſm as adminiſtred by pouring wa- 
ter upon the face,' as well (ſuppoſe it be not fo 
clearly ) as by Baptiſm adminifred by immerſion, 
Theres the pouring water upon the perſon repre- 
ſenting the covering of the dead body with earth, 
which we know is by caſting and as it were by 
pouring earth or duſt upon it, and then there is 
the freeing the body from the water poured upon 
it, or the party baptized raiſing himſelf up from 
under the water, ſomewhat repreſenting the rai- 
ſing of the dead body from under the earth thrown 
or caſt upon it in the grave: So that Baptiſm as 
adniiniſtred by pouring water upon the face,doth 
ſo far repreſent the death, burial, and reſurreQis- 
on of Chriſt, as may through the means afore- 
mentioned perform its uſes and ends with refe- 
rence to the party Baptized. 

Secondly, The other inſtance I would give, is 
in Baptiſms repreſenting and engaging the ſoul to 
its duty, viz. to die to fin, and liye to God - 
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newneſs of life. Thus fromthe; Analogy and 
proportion that. Baptiſin bears tothe death, buri- | 
al, and reſupreion of Chriſt, the Apoſtle infers, 
a obligation put, upon all that are; baptized, - by | 
that their Baptiſm to.die upto fin, .zad live unto 
God,” Now Baile as adminiſired by pouring | 
water upon the face, 35 it doth moxe. fully repre- 
{cnt the death of Chriſt, than. as adminiſired by |} 
immerſion, ſo it doth though ſomewhat more ohy | 
ſcurely yet alſo ſo far repreſent his burjal and xre+ | 
ſurre&ion, as may eftcQually repreſent to the 
mind, and oblige . Up aa to its ;duty{ | +. +; 
| Secondly, For the other branch of. the ſecond 
articular, namely that Baptiſm as adminiſtxed 

y pouring water upon the tace,doth bear a more 
all and exad Analogy and proportion to ſome of 
he things it hath reference unto than it doth ag 
adminiſixed þy immerſion. Let us inſtance in 
that one great end and uſe of Baptiſm, viz. to re» 
preſent to the mind and thereby raiſe it up todue 
ppprebenſions of, and ading its faith upon the 

xeat means whereby-the ſoul comes to be walhed 
Fom the filth of ſin, and raiſed up from a _ * 
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death to a tate of life, This means is. (as I have 
ſaid) the ſpirit as poured out upon the ſoul.Now- 
the pouring out of the ſpirit is more fully and 
plainly repreſented by Baptiſm as adminiſtred by 
pouring water upon the face, than as adminiſtred 
by plunging ; This carries its own evidence along 
with it ; From the whole of what hath been ſaid 
. we may evidently (ce, that no certain argument 
can be drawn from the nature, uſes, and ends of 

Baptiſm, to evince the way and manner of its ad» 
miniſtration to be by immerſion, inaſmuch. as: 
being adminiftred by pouring water the face, 
it doth anſwer and may perform all its uſes and 
ends as really and cffeQually, as though admini-- 
ſired by immerſion. But let that ſuffice for the: 
third conſideration, 

Fourthly, That which I would further otfer to: 
Conſideration, is the practice of.at lealt vaſtly, the 
major part of the univerſal Church and people of 

| God not only for the preſent, but for ſeveral hun» 
dred years by paſt, Thus the way and manner: 
of the adminiſtration of Baptiſm hath been and is 
by {prinkling or pouring water upon the face: And: 
here we may conſider the qualifications of the per» 
ſons ſo practiſing of it. They have been men as of 
the greateſt partsand abilities, able to ſearch in» 
to, weigh, and determine aright about the mode 
or manner of practices, as well as about the pra» 
ices themſelves, ſo men of the greateſt ſincerity 
acquaintance, and (as I may ſay) familiarity with 
God, Now in doubtful caſes the practice of the 
Church of Chriſt ought to have its due regard : 
Aut Dei teftimonio aliquid eſſe confirmandum aut e- 
orugm qui Dei amici fuernnt, (aith Plato in T; _ 
An 
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And ſurely when we have the teſtimony of ſo ma» 
ny friends of God, we ought not raſhly to change 
our praQice: The Apoſtle takes it for granted that 
the cuſtom of -the Churches of God will by ſin» 
cere ſaints be duly attended to, and therefore ej- 
ther to ſuppreſs that unbecoming cuſtom among 
the Corinthians, of womens praying and prophes- 
ſying unvailcd;: or to put an end toall thofe con- 
tentions that might ariſe or be continued about 
that praGiceghe tells them they had no ſuch cuſtom, 
aor the Chuaggþes of God, 1 Cor. 11 16. That of 
Auſtin cite Parexs, being duly bounded and 
rightly applyed, hath its weight in ft, In quibxs 
feriptura nihil certe definit, mos populi Dei, atque 
inflituta majorum pro lege habendaſunt, But 
Fitthly, Let the blelling that Baptiſm,as ſo ad 
miniſtred, hath been attended with to many thou» 
ſands,as alſo how acceptable to God and comfort- 
able to themſclves they have walked through and 
finiſht their pilgrimages here upon earth, as only 
haptized that way in uſe among us: be ſeriouſly 
weighed : Of how many thouſands who have on + 
ly-been baptized by ſprinkling or pouringwater up 
on their faces, may it be ſaid as theApoſile ſaith of 
Enoch, they bad this teſtimony that they pleaſed God, 
and have enjoyed the full benefit and blething of 
that practice. Now when God hath evidently 
attended an ordinance as adminiftred after this or 
that manner with a bleſling and that from one age 
to another and manifeſted by variety of ways, his 
acceptation of ſuch who have continued under it 
as ſo adminiſtred, we ought not raſhly and with- 
out good warrant from Scripture to attempt an 
alteration in ſuch a manner of adminiſiration.But 
62008 nn | 6 | Sixthly, 
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Sixthly, Let it be yet conſidered, what ha- 
zard the adminiſtration of Baptiſm by immerſion 
or plunging expoſeth the adminiſtrator as well as 
the parties to whom it is adminiſtred, to fall un» 
der the'breach of ſome Moral precepts, in ſpecial 
the ſixth and ſeventh. Tt is true, were it plain» 
ly determin'd in Scripture, that baptiſm ſhould 
be:adminiſtred that way, we might expect pre- 
ſervation from thoſe evils, but when the manner 
of adminiſtration is left abſolutely undetermin'd 
in ſcripture, and conſequently it is purely an in- 
different thing, whether adminiſtred the one or 
the other way; how ſuch preſervation can be 
groundedly expected, concerns thoſe, who inſiſt 
fo much upon that way of adminiſtration, to con- 
ſider : I might yer add the incapability of many 
thouſands who are the proper ſubjeds of Baptiſm, 
and ought to be baptized, to receive it that way; 
I mean it of grown perſons as well as Infants : 
Thus all that are converted upon dying beds and 
the like,now it ſeems wholly improbable that our 
Lord Chriſt ſhould make that manner of adminis» 
ſiration indiſpenſibly neceffary , which would 
remedile(sly deprive many thouſands of the or- 
dinance it ſelf, But to come to a cloſe by what 
hath been ſaid we may ſee, whether there be fo 
much as a probability that the adminiſtring of bap- 
tiſm by pouring water upon the face, which is the 
way I eſpecially approve of, yea or by ſprinkling 
doth render the ordinance a meer nullityand infig- 
nificant thing, and whether believers may not reſt 
contented in their baptiſm ſo admiriftred to them. 
Yet this let me add, let every one be fully perſwa- 
ded in their own minds,only remembring that the 
manner of the adminiltration of Baptiſm concerns 
not at all the ſubjzRs of it, Laſity, 
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. Lafily, Our Author attewps toditprove Infant-baptiſm 
by che enunent witneſs that hath been (as he ſaith) born 
againſt it from firlt ro laſt. 

Anſw. What heed is to be given either to Mr, Dan- 
Ters1n producing, or to the teſtimonies of his witneſſes pro - 
duced by him, hath been afore conſidered. t need add nov 
more, only let me ſay, jt cannot be judged an unequal or 
irrational requeſt, if I deſire both him and all others of his 
perſwaſion, that they will give a like attendance and cre- 
dit tothe Authors cited by Pimſelf, in what they ſay in 
favour of Tafant baptiſn, as they will give them or any 0- 
thers in whar they are conceived to ſpeak againſt it. Now 
both «Auſtin and Chryſoftom (whoſe teſtimony our Author 
allows) poſitively affure us, that in their days Infant-bap- 
uſm was the univerſal practice of the whole Church, and 
the one of them, that it had been ſo from the Apoflles 
days thitherto. So Bellarmine (whole teſtimony he ought 
not to reject ſeeing it is produced by himſelf) ſaith, rcþar 
Infant-baptiſm is written im the books of almoſt all the _An- 
cients, The vanity of what heTaith of its being an Apo- 
ſtolical tradition not written, becanſe it 1s not written it 
any Apoſtolical book, appears from what hath been alrea- 
dy ſaid, that it 4s qoritten in the books of almoſt all the 
Ancients, is that owr «Author and others of his perſwa- 
fon are at preſent defir'd to attend to. And let me add: 
that as it is wiitten in the books of almoſt all the Ancients, 
fo ne +d quidem not the leaſt word or ſyllable 1s written 
in any of the books of any of the Ancients in 2 direct op- 
poſition againſt it, either as diſallowed by the ſcriptures, 
or introduced into the Church by men Now would but men 
give attendance to,& receive that three-fold teſtimony with 
that obſervation added thereunto, I doube uot but they will 
be conviaced that as Iofant-baptiſm wants not ſufhcient 
reſtimony from men, ſoit is their chief wiſdom and anſwe- 
rably will have their minds ſomewhat the more diſpoſed ro 
attend unto and embrace the teſtimony 1t hath from God, 
where he in expreſs words faith, will eſtabliſh my cuvenars 
between mz and thee and thy ſeed after thee in their generat:- 
ons for an everlaſting covenantto be a God unto thee and thy 
Seed after thee. Thou ſhalt keep my covenant therefcr: ,thow and 
thy ſeed after thee. FINIS 


